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“Sport has the power to change the world. It has the power to inspire, it has the power to 
unite people in a way that little else does. It speaks to youth in a language they 
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Volunteer youth coaches make up the majority of sport coaches in the United 
States, and therefore play a significant role in youth athletes’ experiences in sport. Recent 
data suggest that fewer than 30% of all youth coaches have received any coach training 
within the past year. Given coaches’ significant role in the youth development process, 
and the lack of training required of them, there is a need for innovative approaches to 
youth coach development in the United States.  
The purpose of this exploratory study was to implement a revised version of the 
Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007) coach 
development program (CDP) (called the MAC-RGR), and to investigate coaches’ 
perceptions of the CDP. The MAC-RGR featured two notable adaptations from the 
original: (a) content was added from self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017); and 
(b) a novel in-situ method of delivery was employed, based on the partnership principles 
used by instructional coaches (Knight, 2018) and the parallel process model used in 
supervising counseling psychologists (Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013).  
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The CDP was presented to seven coaches over the course of a six-week summer 
program, featuring both formal group sessions and informal one-on-one coach 
interactions. Data were collected via multiple modalities (observations, interviews, and 
field notes), and explored coach’s perceptions of the training’s content, and their insights 
into the value of the in-situ delivery method. Data were analyzed using an interpretive 
description methodology (Thorne, 2013). Coaches demonstrated significant use of need-
supportive behaviors, such as asking questions, and reported learning these from the 
training. Coaches also reported numerous benefits from the in-situ delivery model and the 
practical implementation of such an approach. 
A description of coach development that took place in real time is presented. 
Findings are considered in relationship to instructional coaching and the parallel process 
of coach education, where the relationship dynamics between coach and athlete are 
paralleled in the relationship dynamics between coach-educator and coach. Additionally, 
the nuances of developing coaches in community-based sport settings are portrayed. 
Practical implications and recommendations for alternative methods of delivery of coach 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
“Sport has the power to change the world. It has the power to inspire, it has the power to 
unite people in a way that little else does. It speaks to youth in a language they 
understand.” – Nelson Mandela1 
Overview 
Annually, roughly 40 million youth in the United States participate in at least one 
sport (Aspen Institute, 2018; 2019). Many children spend more time participating in 
sports than in any other activity, outside of the time spent at school. Sport science 
researchers from an array of disciplines, as well as the key stakeholders in youth sport 
(e.g. parents, coaches, teachers, health professionals), recognize the enormous potential 
of youth sport for its positive influences on children’s physical and mental health and 
well-being, and for its constructive contributions to children’s development and growth 
over time (Dunn, Dorsch, King, & Rothlisberger, 2016; Gould & Carson, 2008; Holt, 
2008; 2016; Logan & Cuff, 2019; Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones 2005; Visek, 
Achrati, Manning, McDonnell, Harris & DiPietro, 2015).  
Sport provides the context associated with positive youth health and 
developmental outcomes, but sport participation, by itself, does not necessarily produce 
these outcomes (Gould & Carson, 2008). It is the manner in which sport is structured and 
delivered to children that influences their development, both positively and negatively 
(Holt, 2016). In particular, positive youth development takes place in a sporting 
environment that is fun and inclusive, focused on personal growth, and one that is 
 
1 Quote is taken from Nelson Mandela’s acceptance speech for the Laureus Lifetime Achievement 





overseen by the presence of knowledgeable, caring adults who place a high value on the 
children and their experiences (Bean & Forneris, 2016; Fry & Gano-Overway, 2010; 
Gould & Carson, 2008).  
In many cases, these important adult figures are the millions of coaches who 
volunteer their time, as part of a community-based sports program (Rocchi & Couture, 
2017; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). For many of these programs, the only two ubiquitous 
prerequisites to coach are: (a) pass a background check, and (b) demonstrate a 
willingness to show up (Etnier, 2020). Given these limited requisite qualifications, there 
is no guarantee that coaches, tasked with overseeing the growth and development of 
youth athletes, have any knowledge about the physical, social, or emotional needs of 
children, nor any idea of how to provide a positive experience for kids.  
Volunteer youth sport coaches in the United States receive little to no formal 
training (Aspen Institute, 2019; Fawver, Beatty, Roman, Kurtz, 2020; Lefebvre, Evans, 
Turnnidge, Gainforth & Cole, 2016; Rocchi & Couture, 2017; Santos, Gould, & 
Strachan, 2019; Turnnidge & Côté, 2017), and often any formal training that they do 
receive is focused on health, safety, and/or or physical/technical issues (Aspen Institute, 
2019; Fawver, et al., 2020; Lefebvre, et al., 2016; Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013). If 
coaches are not trained effectively, how can they possibly be expected to reliably guide 
young athletes through the often-obscure processes of psychosocial development and 
growth? Given the participation numbers and money spent in sport, a more systematic 
approach seems warranted.  




often delivering a single workshop prior to the season (which is often viewed as time- 
and cost-effective, but may not be the most valuable strategy for teaching or learning) 
(Aspen Institute, 2019; Falcao, Bloom, & Gilbert, 2012; Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013). 
By relying on this cookie-cutter approach, many coach trainings are not necessarily 
presented in a way that maximizes coach learning, based on the unique needs and 
demographics of actual youth sport coaches.  
Aims of the dissertation 
To address these issues, this dissertation describes two phases of work that aim to 
contribute additional options for the training of youth sport coaches to the existing coach 
education programs and delivery methods. The first phase was the adaptation of an 
existing coach training program — the Mastery Approach to Coaching — including some 
new content, but largely showcasing an adapted method for delivering the training; the 
second phase included the actual delivery of the adapted training by the researcher and an 
in-situ exploration of this new training, the Mastery Approach to Coaching - Revised for 
Get Ready. 
The first strand of this project involved adapting one of the most well-established 
coach training programs that was specifically designed to support youth coaches in 
assisting the development of psychosocial skills in their athletes: the Mastery Approach 
to Coaching (MAC) (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith & Cumming, 
2007). The MAC is a coach training program that has been delivered to more than one 
thousand coaches, over the past four decades (Smith & Smoll, 2012; Smoll & Smith, 




format. In this study, the MAC was revised to become the Mastery Approach to Coaching 
— Revised for Get Ready (MAC-RGR). The MAC-RGR adaptations include changes to 
both the content and the delivery method of the original MAC. These adaptations were 
made specifically to fit the context in which the MAC-RGR was delivered (a program 
called Get Ready, which aims to teach life skills to high school student-athletes through 
physical activity programming. For an overview of the Get Ready program, see Chapter 
4).  
The content was changed by adding elements from self-determination theory 
(SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000), specifically basic needs theory (BNT), 
which suggests that optimal motivation results from situations and contexts that facilitate 
the fulfillment of one’s basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness. These elements of SDT and BNT were included to help coaches establish a 
need-supportive environment for their athletes, characterized by supporting the athletes’ 
needs for self-sufficiency, aptitude, and belonging. Need-supportive environments are 
sport contexts that are purposefully structured by a coach (and other adults) to attempt to 
fulfill the three basic psychological needs of the athletes, through intentional words, 
deliberate actions, and a carefully constructed culture, all of which are built on the 
principles of nurturing and supporting athlete’s needs for autonomy (self-endorsement of 
one’s actions; an internal locus of control), competence (self-perception of effectiveness 
in one’s pursuits and interactions; working towards mastery of the challenges present in a 
given activity), and relatedness (establishing close emotional bonds with others; a sense 




1985; Reeve, 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2001). These need-supportive environments are 
associated with a variety of positive outcomes in children, both in sports (Hagger & 
Chatzisarantis, 2007; Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016; Ryan & Deci, 2007), and in 
education (Su & Reeve, 2011). 
The delivery method was updated by drawing on principles derived from two 
other fields, related to coach pedagogy — education and psychology. Delivery methods 
for the MAC-RGR were derived from the practice of  instructional coaching in the field 
of education, which is a professional development model used with classroom teachers, 
from kindergarten through high school, over the past 25 years (Knight, 2007; 2008), as 
well as from self-determination theory, a theory of motivation and behavior in 
psychology, commonly associated with educational and sporting contexts (Deci & Ryan, 
1985; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Ryan & Deci, 2000).  
The field of instructional coaching provided methods and approaches used for 
educating and mentoring teachers that easily transmit into the coach development realm, 
such as viewing the education process as an ongoing, job-embedded partnership (as 
opposed to the one-time, top-down lecture-style workshops that are common in both 
teacher training and coach education) (Knight, 2007; 2008). There are several key 
principles and philosophies that are central to instructional coaching, which were 
included in the MAC-RGR, based on the assumption that educating coaches is 
fundamentally similar to educating teachers. 
Similarly, principles from self-determination theory influenced the delivery 




environment for the coaches, based around supporting the three basic psychological 
human needs, as outlined in self-determination theory — autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). The satisfaction of these three psychological needs are 
associated with increases in intrinsic motivation and other positive motivational outcomes 
(Ryan & Deci, 2000). Empirically-validated strategies for creating environments that 
maximize support of these needs in students (Su & Reeve, 2011) and athletes (Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003; Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016) were utilized to adapt both the 
content presented in the MAC-RGR, and to influence the delivery method of it.  
This dissertation also includes a second phase of the larger study, which featured 
delivery and an empirical exploration of the adapted coach training, the MAC-RGR, with 
the volunteer coaches at Get Ready, a life fitness program for teenagers, that takes place 
in a high school in the city of Boston.  This research exploration of the coach training 
program was two-fold. First, I presented the updated coach training, the MAC-RGR, to 
the Get Ready coaches, throughout the Summer 2020 session. During the delivery phase, 
adaptations to the delivery structure of the MAC-RGR were made, based on the 
instructional coaching model and self-determination theory. These additional changes 
came in response to situational variables, as well as my one-on-one 
interactions/conversations with the Get Ready coaches, the student-athletes, and other 
relevant individuals involved in the day-to-day programming at Get Ready. 
Secondly, throughout (and after) the delivery process, an in-situ on-the-ground 
exploration of the MAC-RGR took place. Data were collected in the form of the 




the conclusion of the Summer 2020 Get Ready session, one-on-one semi-structured 
interviews were conducted with all willing volunteer coaches at Get Ready. The purpose 
of this data was to explore the coaches’ experiences with, and use of, the MAC-RGR, and 
to gain insight into some of the ways that coaches utilized the content of the training in 
their own coaching practice. 
In the rest of this chapter, I will outline the nature of the problem that I seek to 
address by conducting this research. I start by presenting a brief background on the state 
of youth sport in the United States. That is followed by an overview of volunteer youth 
sport coaching, and existing coach education programs. I will then discuss some of the 
barriers and potential issues that currently exist when trying to educate these coaches, and 
subsequently provide a review of the need for educating volunteer youth sport coaches in 
the U.S. (particularly those working in community-based programs). I then present a 
rationale for considering additional options when educating this population of coaches.  
This background information will lay the basic groundwork for understanding the 
revisions made when creating the MAC-RGR, pertaining to both the content and the 
delivery method. as well as presenting the rationale for conducting the research that I did. 
I will then present a brief overview of the aforementioned two strands of work that 
comprise this dissertation. Finally, at the end of this chapter, I will provide a brief layout 





Youth Sport in the United States 
Participation in youth sport in the United States has grown exponentially over the 
past few decades. In the late 1970s, fewer than four million young people played sport 
(Martens & Gould, 1978). This number is in sharp contrast to more recent participation 
numbers, where an estimated 41 million American youth were playing sport each year 
(Aspen Institute, 2018; NFHS, 2009).  For children up to age 12, sport participation 
represents roughly 66% of all extracurricular activities that youth in this age group take 
part in (Duffett & Johnson, 2004; NFHS, 2009; Visek, et al., 2015), making it the most 
popular out-of-school activity for youth in the United States (Mahoney, Larson, Eccles & 
Lord, 2005; Langan, Blake & Lonsdale, 2013; Visek, et al., 2015). Additionally, children 
in the United States, on average, spend about 11 hours per week participating in sport, 
ranking only behind school and sleep, as the activities in which the children spend the 
most time participating (Langan, Blake, & Lonsdale, 2013; Logan & Cuff, 2019).  
According to the most recent State of Play report put out by the Aspen Institute, a 
nonpartisan research firm and think tank focused on creating healthy sporting options for 
all youth in the United States, in 2018, families spent an average of $693 per child on 
sports, and 71.8% of all children ages 6 to 12 played at least one sport (Aspen Institute, 
2019). Given these rates of participation, youth sport is seen as one of the most important 
places for children to develop — physically, psychologically, and socially (Coakley, 
2011; Gould & Carson, 2008; Logan & Cuff, 2019; Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, and 
Jones, 2005). 




young people, and is seen by many parents and program administrators as being a central 
part of the developmental process (Duffett & Johnson, 2004; NFHS, 2009; Smith & 
Smoll, 2002; Visek, et al., 2015). This view is upheld by research, which supports that 
sport is an important avenue for positive youth development (Fraser-Thomas, Côté, & 
Deakin, 2005; Gould & Carson, 2010; Hellison, 2011; Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, 
and Jones, 2005) and that sport can be an effective activity for the development of life 
skills (Gould & Carson, 2008; Gould, Collins, Lauer, & Chung, 2007; Logan & Cuff, 
2019).  
So, why do so many kids play sports in the United States? There are lots of 
anecdotal reasons and hypotheses — their friends play, they watch professional sports 
and look up to these athletes as role models, their parents encourage/force it upon them, 
to get outside and play (as opposed to sitting inside playing video games). But if you ask 
kids why they play, the evidence is clear — they play because it is fun. Over and over, 
youth athletes cite “fun” as the most important reason for their participation, and as the 
most important outcome they want to achieve by participating in sports (Bengoechea, 
Strean, & Williams, 2004; Fraser-Thomas & Côté, 2006; Petlichkoff, 1992; Visek, et al., 
2015). Or as Gould & Walker (2019) so aptly put it, “fun is the unwavering top reason 
children cite for sport participation, and this fact has not changed in research since the 
1980s” (p. 153). 
Similarly, the mission statements of large, international youth sports organizations 
(e.g. Little League Baseball and Softball; Pop Warner Football), as well as local, 




objectives that are widely associated with sports participation (Griffiths & Armour, 
2013), and that parents and program administrators hope for (and that align with kids’ 
needs). To provide just one example, below is one section of the mission statement of 
Little League Baseball and Softball, the self-described “largest organized youth sports 
program in the world” (Little League website, 2020).  
Through proper guidance and exemplary leadership, the Little League 
program assists children in developing the qualities of citizenship, 
discipline, teamwork, and physical well-being. By espousing the virtues of 
character, courage and loyalty, the Little League Baseball and Softball 
program is designed to develop superior citizens rather than superior 
athletes. (Little League website, 2020) 
These types of espoused virtues — character, courage, loyalty — are the types of positive 
outcomes that most people involved in youth sport would understandably want youth 
athletes to develop from sport (and which are widely believed to be an outcome of sports) 
(Coakley, 2011; Griffiths & Armour, 2013). Other mission statements include similar 
assertions. Pop Warner football (or more formally, the Pop Warner Little Scholars 
program) promotes that their organization “enable[s] young people to benefit from 
participation in team sports….[to] teach fundamental values, skills, and knowledge that 
young people will use throughout their lives” (Pop Warner website, 2020). The Amateur 
Athletic Union (AAU) purports their mission to promote, “through sport participation, 
the physical, mental, and moral development of amateur athletes and to promote good 




Unfortunately, despite these stated mission statements and goals, youth sports 
organizations cannot ensure such pro-social outcomes are delivered. Among the parents 
and coaches involved in these organizations, there are an increasing number of negative 
incidents involving a wide array of violent, abusive, unlawful, and unsportsperson-like 
behaviors. Anecdotally, there are numerous examples of problematic behavior by youth 
sport coaches, such as the youth football coach in Florida who was arrested after he 
assaulted a referee on the field at the end of a game (Smith, 2012). There was also the 
Pennsylvania youth baseball coach who was arrested after he argued with an umpire and 
threatened a parent with a gun (Cosentino, 2012). While these are just singular instances, 
they hardly seem to be aligned with the purported mission statements of the 
organizations.  
In 2013-2014, the Esquire Network aired a television show titled “Friday Night 
Tykes”, which followed several football teams in a youth league in Texas (Maranz, 
Swartz, & Sciavicco, 2014). The athletes in this league were all eight or nine years old. 
Throughout the season, there were countless incidents where the coaches exhibit 
abhorrent behavior — like withholding water from these boys, or encouraging them to 
cheat by using violence and aggression. One coach instructed a defensive player to jump 
offsides prematurely, and then to smash the face of the opposing player, in order to “set 
the tone early” (Maranz, Swartz, & Sciavicco, 2014).  
Coaching behaviors like this are both angering and frustrating. Unfortunately, it is 
not only these coaches who are problematic; the passive support (from other parents) for 




parents defended the coaches by saying that “they’re trying to bring out the best in the 
kids” (ABC News, Feb. 5, 2014). Additionally, the reliance of youth sport programs on 
the service of parent volunteers compounds the concerns of adult behavior in the youth 
sport setting, as it requires self-policing between parents, and is asking a lot of a 
volunteer coach (Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). 
Parents and program administrators (Camiré, Forneris, & Trudel, 2012; Coakley, 
2011; Dorsch, King, Tulane, Osai, Dunn, & Carlsen, 2018; Duffett & Johnson, 2004; 
Wiersma & Fifer, 2008) at both the local and national level report that they value and 
promote certain outcomes from their sporting organizations, such as moral, 
psychological, and physical development. However, there are far too many instances of 
parents and coaches acting in sharp contrast to what they are preaching. Or, as Dr. 
Jennifer Etnier, a kinesiology professor at UNC-Greensboro, wrote in a March 2020 op-
ed for The New York Times, “if these mission statements actually described the 
experiences of all youth athletes, more would continue participating” (Etnier, March 11, 
2020). 
Ultimately, the problem here is not simply the lack of congruence between 
mission statements and actual behavior (particularly coaches’ behavior). The deeper 
problem of coaches behaving badly (and in contradiction to their organization’s stated 
goals) is the negative effects that those coaches’ behavior has on their athletes. In 
particular, kids are dropping out of sports at an astonishing rate. Across all sports, 
children (ages 3–18) are quitting youth sport at an early age, with the average age of last 




National Alliance of Youth Sports, an estimated 70 percent of kids who play sports will 
drop out by the time they are 13 years old (NAYS, 2015).  
While there are a number of reasons why a youth athlete might discontinue their 
participation in sports — the presence and time commitment of other extracurricular 
activities, low feelings of competence, injuries, parental pressures, and burnout, to name 
a few — there is one reason that is consistent with the information provided thus far. 
Kids stop playing sports because they are no longer having fun (Fraser-Thomas, Côté, & 
Deakin, 2008; Visek, et al., 2015; Witt & Dangi, 2018). Lack of enjoyment is the single 
most commonly cited reason for dropout from youth sports (Crane & Temple, 2015). In 
one recent review of evidence from over 10,000 youth athletes in the United States, the 
top three reasons why kids dropped out of sport were a lack of fun, negative coach 
behaviors, and an overemphasis on winning (Witt & Dangi, 2018).  
In addition to a lack of fun/enjoyment, another condition was regularly cited by 
youth athletes — coaches. Coaches, through a variety of channels, influence youth 
athletes’ decisions to drop out of sports. Some of the ways that youth athletes have said 
their coaches influence their dropout decisions are pressure from the coaches, a negative 
team dynamic or an unpleasant environment (controlled, at least partially, by coaches’ 
attitudes and behaviors), not getting along with coaches, and that coaches took the fun out 
of sports (Crane & Temple, 2015; Witt & Dangi, 2018; Etnier, 2020). Regardless of how 
you might view the trajectory of youth sports in the United States, the most recent 




Youth Sport Coaching in the United States 
In order to meet the demand created by nearly 41 million youth playing sports 
(Aspen Institute, 2019; NCYS, 2008), there is an equal demand for coaches to coach 
these young athletes. According to the Aspen Institute, there are roughly 6.5 million 
youth sport coaches in the United States, nearly four million of whom are volunteers 
(Aspen Institute, 2019). There is plenty of evidence of the importance of youth coaches to 
the positive experiences and development of youth athletes. Petitpas, Giges, and Danish 
(1999) contend that the quality of relationships with influential adults is the single most 
important factor for ensuring positive developmental outcomes through youth sport 
experiences. 
A growing body of research has found that an essential social-environmental 
factor influencing the positive development of youth through sports is the youth sport 
coach (Côté & Gilbert, 2009; Fraser-Thomas, Côté, & Deakin, 2005; Gould, Lauer, 
Collins, & Chung, 2002; Mallett, 2005; Ntoumanis, Taylor, & Thorgersen-Ntoumani, 
2012; Smith & Smoll, 2012; Smoll & Smith, 2011). Recent research looking at effective 
climates for positive psychosocial development has supported the claims of Petitpas, 
Giges & Danish (1999), by demonstrating that positive psychosocial development is 
positively associated with coaches who create a more caring environment (e.g. safe, 
inviting, and supportive) with a greater focus on effort and individual improvement (as 
opposed to winning) (Fry & Gano-Overway, 2009; Gould, Flett, & Lauer, 2012; Visek, et 
al., 2015). Across several studies, Gould and Carson (2010, 2011) also found a positive 




emphasis on coaching life skill behaviors) and developmental gains in athletes (e.g. 
increased abilities in emotional regulation, cognitive skills, and time management skills). 
Altogether, these studies support the notion that youth sport coaches play a vital role in 
the promotion of psychosocial skills in the athletes they coach.  
This vital role that coaches play is compounded by the mistaken belief, held by 
some parents (and some coaches), that simply participating in sports is enough to lead to 
the aforementioned positive psychosocial outcomes (Coatsworth & Conroy, 2006; Smith 
& Smoll, 2002). Griffiths and Armour (2013) described this impact as “the ‘pure 
happenstance’ of sports participation” (p. 16). And Theokas (2012) wrote, “there is 
nothing magical about sport itself” (p. 303), when describing how psychosocial outcomes 
are fostered via sports participation. 
Instead, the mechanisms by which these important outcomes are realized is an 
interaction of numerous social and environmental factors (e.g. adults, peers, structure of 
program, sport type, context) (Ntoumanis, Taylor, & Thorgersen-Ntoumanis, 2012; 
Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, and Jones, 2005; Theokas, 2012). Participation in sports 
isn’t necessarily what is most important; sports are simply the most common activity for 
youth, and thus serve as an ideal vehicle for fostering positive youth development. 
Positive developmental outcomes come to fruition when the sporting climate is 
one focused on having fun, while emphasizing learning, hard work, treating yourself and 
others with respect, and giving optimal effort. And this climate is created and maintained 
by a caring adult presence (Fry & Gano-Overway, 2010; Gould & Walker, 2014). These 




outcomes happen in sport (Gould & Carson, 2008). 
Interestingly, athletes who demonstrate significant positive psychosocial growth 
through playing sports are also more likely to have a coach who has participated in a 
formal coach training program than athletes who do not demonstrate this personal growth 
(Gould, Collins, Lauer & Chung, 2007; MacDonald, Côté, & Deakin, 2010; Smoll & 
Smith, 2011; Smoll, Smith, Barnett & Everett, 2003; Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 2011).  
The sport opportunity provides the environment and the context, but most often 
the coaches are the key adults who are the ones facilitating those outcomes — both 
positive and negative (Camiré, Forneris, Trudel, & Bernard, 2011; Falcao, Bloom, & 
Gilbert, 2012; Fraser-Thomas & Côté, 2009; Petitpas, et al., 2005; Vella, Oades, & 
Crowe, 2011).  Put more simply, “character [in sport] isn’t caught; it’s taught” (Gould & 
Carson, 2008). And these teachers are often volunteer coaches who may (or may not) 
have any idea how to teach it (Gould & Walker, 2014).  
(The need for) Volunteer Youth Sport Coach Education 
Despite the important role that coaches play in impacting youth athletes’ 
experiences in sport, the only universal prerequisite to coach youth sports in America is 
the completion of a criminal-background check. Researchers and advocates have noted 
that quality coaching is essential, and discussion on how to arrive at quality coaching 
typically centers around issues of coach training and coach education (Barcelona & 
Young, 2010). 
Despite generally good intentions by this population, most coaches of youth 




Super, Verkooijen, & Koelen, 2018).  According to recent information provided in Aspen 
Institute’s 2019 State of Play report, fewer than 30% of all youth coaches had undergone 
any training in the past year. Among those that did receive training in the previous twelve 
months, an overwhelming majority received what could be described as either (a) “safety 
education”, focused on topics like CPR/first aid, concussion management, and injury 
prevention (65.9% of coaches who received training in the past year reported that the 
training fell into this category); or (b) “technical/tactical skills”, such as sport-specific 
drills and game planning (64.1% of these coaches reported that the training they received 
fell into this category) (Aspen Institute, 2018, 2019; Lefbvre, Evans, Turnnidge, 
Gainforth, & Côté, 2016). It is worth noting that the above numbers refer to all youth 
sport coaches, not just volunteer coaches (or at least they do not differentiate between the 
two). Lefbvre, et al. (2016) also include in their analysis coach education programs at the 
university-level, which are far more in-depth and comprehensive than what would be 
expected at the recreational level (Rocchi & Couture, 2017). According to an estimate by 
the National Council for Accreditation of Coaching Education, just 5% of volunteer 
youth coaches are trained (NCACE, 2020).  
In one previous study that specifically focused on volunteer youth coaches, the 
study’s authors found that 40% of coaches in their sample had no formal training 
whatsoever (Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). While this is still a much higher percentage 
than would be ideal, it also illustrates the potentially drastic differences from one youth 
sports program to the next (or even within one youth sports program, from year-to-year). 




the coaching practice (Barcelona & Young, 2010; McCallister, et al., 2000), and 
subsequently they believe that, in their words, “some sort of training or certification 
program should be available for coaches in their leagues” (Wiersma & Sherman, 2005, p. 
331). Ultimately, coach education programs are tasked with a seemingly impossible 
mission — to educate all coaches, despite the varied backgrounds and interests of these 
coaches, as well as their history as coaches and with coach education.  
Barriers to Training 
Certainly, there are a variety of possible explanations for the lack of sufficient 
coach education, including prohibitive financial costs and a lack of available trainings 
(Collins & Medbery, 2008; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). Numerous other barriers exist as 
well, such as the time commitment necessary to attend the trainings, a baseline level of 
interest/investment in coach education and learning, placing an increased demand on 
volunteers, high turnover rates among volunteer coaches, and a lack of administrative 
support/funding (Aspen Institute, 2019; Gould, 2016; Vella, Crowe & Oades, 2013; 
Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). Unfortunately, there is evidence suggesting that even the 
trainings that do exist are not doing a good enough job at training coaches (Trudel, 
Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010) and meeting the various needs of coaches from diverse 
backgrounds, who serve widely different populations (Lefebvre, et al., 2016; Wiersma & 
Sherman, 2005). According to one recent review of coach education effectiveness, there 
is limited scientific analysis of coach education, and the empirical evidence that does 
exist suggests that coach education training programs have no long-term significant 




Existing Coach Training Programs 
Perhaps the most well-established and well-researched coach training program in 
existence in the United States is the Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) (Smith, 
Smoll & Cumming, 2007), and its predecessor, Coach Effectiveness Training (CET) 
(Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1979). The MAC (and CET) is one of the few existing small-
scale, empirically driven and scientifically-studied coach education programs (as opposed 
to large-scale university-based coach education programs) (Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 
2010). According to the developers of CET and the MAC, Ron Smith and Frank Smoll, 
these trainings have been provided to more than one thousand coaches over the last 40 
years (Smith & Smoll, 2012; Smoll & Smith, 2010). The Smith and Smoll coaching 
protocol featured CET, from its inception in 1979 until the mid-2000s. In 2007, they 
made slight theoretical adaptations as well as significant changes to the delivery method, 
creating a shorter duration (75 minute) lecture-style workshop, which they referred to as 
the MAC (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith, & Cumming, 2007; Smith & 
Smoll, 2012). (CET had been delivered in a two-hour long, discussion-based format.) 
Taken together, this coaching program, led by Smith and Smoll, is the most scientifically 
studied youth coach training in the United States (Smith & Smoll, 2012; Trudel, Gilbert, 
& Werthner, 2010).  
There is significant evidence for the effectiveness of the MAC training. Athletes 
who played for MAC-trained coaches had positive perceptions of their coaches, showed 
increases in self-referent performance mastery goals, decreases in outcome-related ego 




Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith, & Cumming, 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2012). 
However, Smoll and colleagues (2007) concluded that, “because of the lack of a true 
experimental design, or comparison to alternative coach education interventions, we 
cannot rule out the possibility that simply receiving an intervention (regardless of its 
content or nature) helped change the coaches’ behavior” (p. 40). This is an unfortunate 
reality of exploring coach education interventions. The difficulty in determining the 
effectiveness of coach education programs has led some researchers to wonder if a search 
for best practices is a futile endeavor. As Conroy and Coatsworth (2004), two 
collaborators of Smith and Smoll, wrote “coach training programs are clearly not equally 
effective in all situations” (p. 211), adding “how realistic is it to expect ingrained 
coaching behaviors to change a few weeks after exposure to a 2-hour workshop?” (p. 
212) 
Community-based Sport Programs 
The studies evaluating the Mastery Approach to Coaching were primarily 
conducted with youth baseball programs, many of which could be classified as 
developmental programs (with the goal of developing athletes for future performance in 
high school and beyond). However, the large majority of youth athletes do not have these 
long-term aspirations, and do not participate with these future sports goals in mind. These 
youth participate in recreational leagues (where the goal is, generally, to provide a fun 
activity in a safe, supportive environment, built around the principles of teamwork and 
sportsmanship, with a focus on participation, learning and positive growth, as opposed to 




sport programming”, are where the majority of athletes participate, they are also the 
environments where the majority of volunteer youth coaches coach.  
In the coach education literature, there is often no distinction made about the 
coaching context in which a study was conducted (Lefebvre, et al., 2016). Unfortunately, 
this only further confounds any exploration of the effectiveness of coach education 
programs. Most of the research on youth sport (and thus youth sport coaching) has 
focused heavily on the experiences and development of athletes and coaches working in 
an elite youth sport context (Rocchi & Couture, 2017; Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 
2010). While some might assume it is reasonable to apply research findings from elite 
contexts to developmental and recreational contexts, there is not adequate evidence to 
back these assumptions (Rocchi & Couture, 2017; Gilbert & Rangeon, 2011). 
Conversely, recent research efforts in the developmental and recreational sports contexts 
have found evidence to the contrary (Camiré, Trudel, & Forneris, 2014; Lemyre, Trudel, 
and Durand-Bush, 2007; Rocchi & Couture, 2017). These studies suggest that coaches’ 
contexts have an important impact on the types of learning sources they consult, as well 
as the overall helpfulness of these sources (these sources are broadly defined as formal, 
informal, and non-formal sources of learning) (Mallett, Trudel, Lyle, & Rynne, 2009; 
Nelson, Cushion, & Potrac, 2006; Rocchi & Couture, 2017).  
While research has largely been conducted in the elite youth sport context, most 
athletes participate in developmental and recreational contexts. When considering youth 
sport programs related to this study, the focus is on recreational sports programs, and 




sport coaches in community-based, recreational sports leagues are parent-volunteers who 
got involved in coaching because their child was participating, and subsequently there is 
high churn rate of coaching turnover, because many of these parent-coaches are involved 
for only the amount of time that their child is participating in that sport, at most (Aspen 
Institute, 2019; Barber, Sukhi, & White, 1999; Busser & Caruthers, 2010; Gilbert & 
Trudel, 2001; Lemyre, Trudel, & Durand-Bush, 2007; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). 
Much of this volunteer coaching is done in conjunction with community-based 
sport programs (e.g. YMCAs, Boys & Girls Clubs, community centers, recreation 
departments, public parks organizations) (Aspen Institute, 2019; Naslund & Pennington, 
2011; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). Given the limited financial resources of many of 
these programs (Aspen Institute, 2019; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005), many volunteer 
coaches report getting little or no formal training on developmentally-appropriate 
coaching practices and therefore feel unprepared for the task of coaching a youth team, 
including the imparting of positive psychosocial outcomes (Aspen Institute, 2019; 
Barcelona & Young, 2010; Camiré, Forneris, Trudel, & Bernard, 2011; Conroy & 
Coatsworth, 2006; Ewing, Seefeldt, & Brown, 1996; Gould & Carson, 2008, 2010; 
Gould, Krane, Giannin & Hode, 1990; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005).   
Community-based sports programs, providing recreational opportunities for 
young athletes, are overly reliant on volunteer youth coaches to operate smoothly. The 
coaches in these programs — at Boys & Girls Clubs, YMCAs, municipal recreation 
agencies, and other non-profit organizations — likely look as varied as the community in 




volunteer youth coach (a middle-aged parent, often a dad, who has a separate full-time 
job, enough time, education, and interest to work with young athletes). This picture of a 
stereotypical youth sport coach is reinforced by information provided by the Aspen 
Institute (2019), which reports that 73.5% of all youth coaches are male, and roughly 
60% are aged 35 or older. Additionally, 62.6% come from a household with an income of 
$75,000 or more. According to these statistics, the majority of youth coaches are middle-
aged (or older) men, who come from a middle to middle-upper class background. Given 
the limited research on this population, it is hard to capture what the ‘typical’ youth sport 
coach in a community-based sports program looks like. But initial evidence confirms the 
diversity of these coaches, and their limited coaching background and experience. Rocchi 
and Couture (2017) reported that in their sample of nearly 800 individuals, 81% were 
male, 65% had at least an undergraduate degree, the majority of coaches had fewer than 
five years of coaching experience and 42% were in their first year of coaching. 
Additionally, 77% coached their own child, and 78% reported that their team practiced 
one time per week or less. 
Within community-based programs, there can be some resistance to coach 
education programs, as they are viewed as too much of a time commitment, placing an 
increased demand on volunteers, who are often already in short supply. And when 
coaches are hard to come by, league and program administrators are hesitant to require a 
greater time commitment of the coaches, for fear of scaring away coaches who are 
willing to volunteer (Wiersma & Sherman, 2005), or due to a lack of necessary resources 




and subsequently tracking and enforcing any mandate (Barcelona & Young, 2010). Some 
of these programs may offer non-mandatory trainings, but unfortunately attendance at 
such voluntary trainings is often limited (Rocchi & Couture, 2017; Wiersma & Sherman, 
2005). To paraphrase one youth baseball coach, who displayed a degree of frustration 
with the lack of attendance at a youth coach training being led by a member of the 
research team, “this is great, but the guys who need to hear it aren’t here” (personal 
communication, John McCarthy, April 2020). Barcelona and Young (2010) found similar 
attitudes among their coaching sample, reporting that “the respondents in this study 
recognized the value and necessity of training for coaches in youth sport programs, but 
felt constrained by other factors in making this training mandatory” (p. 90).  
Community-based sports programs’ struggles with coach participation are not 
limited to simply finding coaches willing to volunteer, but also with retaining those 
coaches who do volunteer (Barcelona & Young, 2010; Rocchi & Couture, 2017; 
Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). Some coaches move on as their child ages out of the 
program or chooses not to play the sport, or in the league, again. Other coaches do not 
come back due to the aforementioned demands placed on volunteers. And some coaches 
just simply do not enjoy it (Rocchi & Couture, 2017; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). One 
volunteer youth coach, interviewed by Wiersma and Sherman (2005), offered this insight, 
regarding coach retention: 
You get some coaches [who] love it and stay. And you get coaches who 
are discouraged by the time element, or whatever. What applies to the kids 




think the coach, it’s the same thing. If they have fun, they’ll be back. (p. 
331) 
This issue of making it fun and interesting for coaches should extend to educating 
coaches as well. Most coach education programs employ a top-down, lecture-style 
approach, which is the easiest to enact, but not the most effective method (in part, 
because there likely is no “most effective” method) (Mallett, Trudel, Lyle, & Rynne, 
2009; Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010).  
The plethora of research on self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan 
& Deci, 2000) in sports and education acknowledge that need-supportive environments 
foster learning in people of all ages (see Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2007; Matosic, 
Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016; and Su & Reeve, 2011 for comprehensive reviews of this 
research). Yet when educating coaches, the focus is traditionally on the content and 
information-based learning, as opposed to providing an optimal learning environment, 
built on supporting the basic psychological needs of coaches (Mallett, 2005). Ironically, 
this teacher-centered approach undermines coaches’ learning by ignoring the very 
pedagogical principles it is trying to encourage them to feature in their coaching 
practices. If need-supportive environments are learner-centered and conducive to 
learner’s experiences, why don’t we structure our coach education to treat the coaches as 
learners as well? This question is fundamental to the purpose of the current study. 
The current study 
While most coach educators recognize that one-size-fits-all trainings are rarely the 




process of tailoring a training to a given coach population takes significant time, effort, 
and energy prior to the training, and is not easily replicated from one training to the next. 
But if the goal of coach education is helping coaches to coach more effectively, then 
perhaps this type of effort is worthwhile, and doing so will aid in the pursuit of trainings 
and methods that could be more replicable than most coach trainings used today. Griffiths 
and Armour (2013) repeated this sentiment, “it could be argued that if sustained 
engagement is valued, organizations need to consider supporting volunteer coaches in 
terms of personal development and personal growth opportunities. This is a complex 
issue however and demanding to deliver in practice” (p. 15). Despite the challenges 
inherent to exploring a different coach education paradigm, specifically one that features 
a learner-centered approach with coaches, this exploration (and its challenges) are central 
to the current investigation. 
In the coach education literature, this complexity is often discussed in terms of 
content and design of the coach education programs (Mallett, et al., 2009; Trudel, Gilbert, 
& Werthner, 2010). Mallett, et al. (2009) contend that “a debate between formal and 
informal coach education/learning really has little value. It is not a matter of which form 
of education/learning is superior, but acknowledging the unique contributions of all 
forms” (p. 332). Therefore, in this study, I am not treating those elements as the 
problematic issue in coach education. Instead, this study views the delivery method (and 
actual delivery) of coach education as the central issue in coach education. This study 
focuses on exploring a less well-understood delivery method for coach education, 




learning (Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016; Su & Reeve, 2011), creating a working 
partnership between the coach educator and coach (Crowe, et al., 2011), and borrowing 
principles from the practice of instructional coaching used widely in the continual 
education of teachers (Knight, 2008).  
The current study featured a number of possible adaptations to existing coach 
training protocols that, with further empirical testing, could improve current coach 
education, by being more time- and cost-efficient, and delivered in a more effective 
manner and method, given the desired outcomes. Drawing on information from teacher 
education, as well as research on ideal sources of coach learning (Mallett, et al., 2009), 
the current study seeks to provide volunteer youth coaches with a coach training, based 
on the Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) coach training, while also incorporating 
key principles derived from self-determination theory (SDT) (Ryan & Deci, 2000). While 
the MAC and SDT provided the basis of the content for the training, the training is 
focused less on the content common in other trainings (Lefbvre, et al., 2016; Smith, 
Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010). Instead, the training used 
in this study, the Mastery Approach to Coaching — Revised for Get Ready (MAC-RGR), 
focuses on three seemingly peripheral elements of the training — the delivery method; a 
lesser time commitment focused on formal content delivery (outside of coaching); and 
trying to ensure that  the coach education efforts are learner-centered, by attempting to 
making the coach education process parallel the coaching process, with an emphasis on 




Instructional coaching  
Looking to the field of education, and specifically teacher development, provides 
a reasonable model for coach development and education. In education, the use of 
instructional coaches has grown over the past few decades, fueled by educators’ 
recognition that traditional one-shot professional development workshops are ineffective 
at improving teaching practices (Knight, 2009). Instructional coaches “partner with 
teachers to help them incorporate research-based instructional practices into their 
teaching” (Knight, 2008, p. 30). Similarly, the primary goal of training volunteer youth 
coaches is to provide coaches with empirically based strategies that are associated with 
positive psychosocial growth and development in youth athletes.  
Additionally, there is significant intersection between education and sports in the 
research literature on the importance of need-supportive environments in each domain 
(Ryan & Deci, 2017). It is reasonable to assume that there are other effective practices 
used in teacher training and professional development, which are relevant to the realm of 
coach education. This influenced the decision to consider components from education for 
use in the MAC-RGR training. The significant parallels between the work of instructional 
coaches and that of coach educators make this connection particularly germane. 
Jim Knight, a leading practitioner and influential figure in the field of 
instructional coaching, lays out several key elements of instructional coaching that are 
applicable and easily adapted to a need-supportive coach education program (Knight, 
2007; 2019a). Some of these key elements are: the importance of the coach-teacher 




built around empowering the teacher; an emphasis on teacher autonomy and choice 
within the partnership; a focus on praxis, where the learning is job-embedded with direct 
application to the classroom; and that the partnership is ongoing, meeting each teacher’s 
unique needs over time (decreasing the need for a singular commitment of a large chunk 
of time to attend a several-hours-long workshop or an all-day training) (Knight, 2007; 
2009; 2011). 
Formal and Informal Methods of Delivering Content 
 The coaching literature often distinguishes between formal and informal pathways 
to learning within coach education. However, research consistently finds that coaches do 
not concern themselves with these designations, and generally prefer whatever methods 
help them to apply theoretical principles to their coaching practice. (Vella, Crowe & 
Oades, 2013; Occhino, et al., 2014; Mallett, et al., 2009) Vella and colleagues (2013) 
summed up coach preferences as such “at the heart of [coaches’] story is the desire for 
coaches to be given practical skills and understanding through collaborative relationships 
with coach educators.” (p. 424) These researchers also admit that providing practical 
demonstrations and collaborative relationships within formal coach education are likely 
to have little benefit (Vella, et al., 2013) because they do not reflect the complexities of 
real life, nor the varied types of challenges that coaches encounter. Thus, these 
demonstrations are unable to capture the complexity and diversity inherent to the 
coaching process. (Nelson, Cushion, & Potrac, 2006; Vella, et al., 2013) Often the 
research on conducting effective coach training programs focuses on program design 




doing so, perhaps coach educators are overlooking the real value, which does not come 
from one method of learning, nor is it in showing coaches what to do, which often is seen 
as suggesting that a right answer exists. Instead, the value comes from empowering 
coaches to draw on their own strengths and abilities to navigate the unpredictable 
environment of coaching, and from showing them how to embrace the complexity of 
coaching.  
Ideally, through these processes, coach can learn both the reflective skills and the 
improvisational tactics necessary to coach, and ultimately, they can learn how they prefer 
to coach, and these skills will translate to a variety of scenarios that may pop up 
throughout their coaching practice (Vella, et al., 2013). As Mallett, et al. (2009) posited, 
“a debate between formal and informal coach education/learning really has little value” 
(p. 332). Instead, coach educators might apply to their own practice as coaches (of the 
coaches) the principles that they suggest for coaches to use with their athletes — 
reflective practice, inventiveness, embracing the messy reality of coaching practice, and 
fostering motivation and a desire to be a lifelong learner.  
Coaches do not exist in a vacuum; they bring their own experiences, knowledge, 
cultural, and linguistic preferences with them to the training. The current study partially 
shifted the focus away from the content and type of information presented (while still 
adding new content derived from self-determination theory), and focused on the ways it 
could be delivered differently, or focusing on “how” the information was presented. As 
Vella, et al. (2013) write “formal and informal pathways need not be ‘complementary’, 




this one step further, where perhaps these pathways don’t even need to be identified. 
Instead of focusing on what to do in any given scenario, the MAC-RGR encourages 
coaches to access their own resources, education and background, in an attempt to 
empower them to use these resources and their own personal strengths to coach in a way 
that is most effective for them. 
Additionally, based on the model used by instructional coaches (as laid out by 
Knight, 2008 and Knight & van Nieuwerburgh, 2012) and recommendations made by 
Mallett, et al. (2009), and Vella, et al. (2013), a major focus/emphasis of the MAC-RGR 
is utilizing an in-situ approach to coach education, providing the educational components 
in real time, embedded into their coaching sessions, and done continually throughout the 
intervention. Rather than attempting to replicate or simulate the complexities of coaching 
using a practical demonstration during a workshop, the MAC-RGR will be conducted, 
during and after their actual coaching sessions, so there is no need to simulate scenarios; 
they are in the actual scenarios. Instructional coaching emphasizes the educational power 
of a collaborative, on-going partnership between the teacher and the instructional coach, 
and a similar partnership was cultivated during the delivery of the MAC-RGR between 
the coach educator and each Get Ready coach. 
Ultimately, the MAC-RGR, and this study, portray a slight shift in focus from 
previous coach education models (Fawver, et al., 2020) by lessening the emphasis on the 
dichotomy of formal and informal delivery methods, and instead relying on a more 
flexible delivery method that better aligns with the idiosyncratic nature of coaching 




coach trainings, but in a novel way, bringing the content to the learner in a way that 
facilitators and coaches are more likely to actually pick it up. Within the MAC-RGR, the 
focus for the coach educator is less on the specifics of what is said and delivered, and 
more on where, when, and how it is said and delivered. The goal is to ensure that content 
is delivered to coaches that maximizes the chances that they learn the information, as 
opposed to delivering the perfect content in a way that may not align with how coaches 
(and people) learn. 
Parallel Process of Coach Education 
Coach workshops are often conducted in classroom settings and prevented using 
lecture-style delivery methods, both of which can make it difficult for coaches to transfer 
that learning from the classroom into the dynamic world of their coaching practice. Vella, 
Crowe and Oades (2013) advocate for the consideration of a parallel process in coach 
education, similar to the working alliance that has long been utilized in in the field of 
counseling, during the training and supervision of budding psychotherapists (Crowe, 
Oades, Deane, Ciarrochi, & Williams, 2011; Mothersole, 1999). In these parallel 
processes, the dynamics that play out in the coach-athlete relationship are then mirrored 
in the coach educator-coach relationship during the process of coach education. 
Structuring coach education in this way, allows it to be built around the interpersonal 
interactions that make planning the pedagogical process so difficult (Vella, Crowe, & 
Oades, 2013). Additionally, the parallel process allows coach educators to incorporate the 
improvisation skills that coaches regularly encounter in their coaching practice, and 




The structure of the dissertation 
In Chapter 2, I review the relevant literature on several conceptual frameworks 
that are essential to this dissertation. The first framework comes from three individual, 
but interrelated, fields that are often conflated with one another — positive youth 
development, life skill development, and sports-based youth development. In particular, I 
will attempt to discuss them as they relate to the current study, and will emphasize one 
existing curricular framework in sports-based youth development, Teaching Personal and 
Social Responsibility (TPSR) (Hellison, 2003; 2011). The TPSR model is instrumental to 
the Get Ready program (the site of this study) and has been used to structure and shape 
the Get Ready program since its inception over a decade ago. The second framework, 
self-determination theory (SDT) (Ryan & Deci, 2000), is central to the revised coach 
training (the MAC-RGR), as both the content and delivery method of the MAC-RGR 
were greatly influenced by one particular sub-theory, basic needs theory (BNT) (and 
supporting these needs) (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Ryan & Deci, 2000), and 
understanding the this theoretical background is central to understanding the goals of the 
training, and of this study.  
Thirdly, I will provide an overview of the relevant literature on instructional 
coaching (IC), and will briefly outline the framework and philosophies utilized by 
instructional coaches (ICs) in education, as this was a fundamental model on which the 
MAC-RGR delivery method was developed. And finally in Chapter 2, I will review the 
relevant literature on a number of other important topics — coach education, existing 




various delivery methods of coach education (particularly what is effective, and what is 
not), and need-supportive interventions (based on SDT and BNT) with coaches and 
educators.  
In Chapter 3, I provide the context for Get Ready, situating this particular youth 
development program (and its coaches) within the city and school they are located in. I 
also provide the reader with some helpful information about the diverse backgrounds of 
the coaches at Get Ready and how different they are from one another (racially, 
socioeconomically, academically, etc.). In Chapter 4, I present an overview of the 
Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007), and follow 
that by discussing the changes and revisions that were made to the MAC, to create the 
MAC-RGR training. Finally, I lay out the adaptations to the MAC-RGR that were 
necessary, given the context and parameters, as described in Chapter 3. 
In Chapter 5, the methods of the MAC-RGR are outlined, from the training 
protocol, to the informal coach interactions (which were a fundamental change from 
other coach education programs), to the research design and data collection procedure. I 
then break the (proverbial) fourth wall for the reader, by trying to elucidate the realities of 
conducting coach training in a youth sport setting. I will also expand on the specific 
informal delivery methods used in this study, that distinguish the MAC-RGR from other 
coach education programs. I attempt to bring the reader along through the ups and downs 
of the training, and the complications that happen throughout the training process. I hope 
to encapsulate the complexities of coach trainings, particularly in complex (but very real) 




equally complex set of students, who challenge the coaches daily — to think, to be 
patient, to listen, and to grow. Working with these unique groups, with a variety of 
personal characteristics, presented unique challenges, but also made for fruitful 
discussions and learning tailored to each individual coach wherever they were at that 
time. It was not a one-size-fits-all approach, and that was difficult, but also exciting, 
engaging, and often…fun. 
In Chapter 6, I endeavor to let the reader in on the complexities of doing research 
in real-world settings, that bring to bear real life scenarios that one is unlikely to 
encounter in the laboratory. The setting of this study was a dynamic (and sometimes 
chaotic) one, and this meant that being the coach educator and/or researcher came with 
additional roles, hats to wear, and boundaries to set. I believe that my life experiences 
have helped me to navigate these processes, and by opening up about this, I hope to 
potentially educate others doing similar work about what I do that I believe works, and 
why that is important.  
In Chapter 7, I provide the findings from the coach interviews, and try to provide 
context to those, by utilizing the observational data I collected, as well as my detailed 
field notes. Finally, in Chapter 8, I attempt to make some sense of the entire project and 
my findings. I will provide the reader with some key take-aways, important things to 
note, important limitations, and possible future implications for coaches, coach educators, 






CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Youth Sport in the United States 
As mentioned in Chapter 1, there are currently record numbers of children 
participating in youth sport in the United States, with an estimated 44 million American 
children (ages 18 and under) playing at least one sport each year (Aspen Institute Project 
Play, 2018; 2019; Dunn, Dorsch, King, & Rothlisberger, 2016). By a matter of necessity, 
this also means that there need to be large numbers of youth sport coaches. In the United 
States, volunteer youth sport coaches represent the majority of all coaches. According to 
statistics from the Aspen Institute’s Project Play, in their yearly State of Play report, there 
were approximately 6.5 million youth sport coaches in the United States in 2018. 
Griffiths and Armour (2013) estimated that three quarters of youth sport coaches are 
volunteers, and Busser and Carruthers (2010) estimated that 90% of youth sport coaches 
are parents. The logical progression therefore backs up the sentiment that volunteer youth 
sport coaches are integral to most youth sports programming, and these programs rely 
heavily on volunteer coaches to endure. This sentiment has been endorsed by researchers. 
For example, Albrecht and Strand (2010) wrote that “the majority of youth sport 
programs in the United States are reliant primarily on parent volunteers to serve as 
coaches” (p. 16), and Leberman and LaVoi (2011) echoed this, saying “many of [these 
coaches] are parents, who are involved as volunteer youth sports coaches” (p. 474).  
These coaches are not only volunteers, but also are often parents. Many of these 
coaches are parent-volunteers who got involved in coaching because their child is/was 




participating (Aspen Institute Project Play, 2018, 2019; Busser & Caruthers, 2010; 
Cohen, Bovbjerg, & Wegis, 2020; Griffiths & Armour, 2013; Reynders, Vansteenkiste, 
Puyenbroeck, Aelterman, De Backer, Delrue, De Muynck, Fransen, Haerens, & Vande 
Broek, 2019). 
One possible explanation for the record numbers of participants in youth sports is 
the belief, held by many parents, program administrators and other youth sport 
stakeholders — that participation in sports positively impacts youth athletes’ 
psychological, social, cognitive, academic, personal, and character development (Camiré 
& Santos, 2019; Coakley, 2016; Fraser-Thomas & Côté, 2009; Gould, Cowburn, & 
Shields, 2014; Gould & Walker, 2019; Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones, 2005). 
Sport is considered by many to be a tool through which other life skills are taught, such 
as persistence, teamwork, leadership, and character development (Camiré & Santos, 
2019; Gould & Carson, 2008; Gould & Walker, 2019; Holt, 2016; Lumpkin, 2011; Jones, 
Edwards, Bocarro, Bunds, & Smith, 2016; Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones, 
2005; Petitpas, Van Raalte, & France, 2017). There are a number of empirically-based 
sport intervention programs that focus on psychosocial outcomes, which appear to 
support the commonly held belief that sports are an important vehicle for teaching 
psychosocial outcomes to children (Danish, Taylor, & Fazio 2003; Hellison, 2011; Holt, 
2016; Holt & Neely, 2011; Holt, Neely, Slater, Camiré, Côté, Fraser-Thomas, 
MacDonald, Strachan, & Tamminen, 2017; Jones, et al., 2016; Merkel, 2013; Smoll & 
Smith, 2012). 




research has found that coaches, parents, administrators, and children all consider sport to 
be one of the most important out-of-school activities in which youth participate (Aspen 
Institute Project Play, 2015; 2019; Dorsch, King, Tulane, Osai, Dunn & Carlsen, 2019; 
Duffett, Johnson, Farkas, Kung, & Ott, 2004; Gould & Carson, 2008; Gould, Carson, & 
Blanton, 2012; Neely & Holt, 2014). Still, the empirical evidence explaining exactly why 
sport is considered to be both a valuable avenue for positive youth development (and an 
important out-of-school activity for youth) is inconclusive.  
One possibility is to consider this belief through the lens of a commonplace 
mistake in human thinking, also known as a cognitive bias, called the illusory truth effect 
(Hasher, Goldstein, & Toppino, 1977). Cognitive biases are widespread (often universal) 
errors in human thinking and judgment. The illusory truth effect is one such bias; this 
effect maintains that “people are more inclined to believe that information is true if they 
have encountered it before” (De keersmaecker, Dunning, Pennycook, Rand, Sanches, 
Unkelbach, & Roets, 2019, p. 204). Research on this effect (De keersmaecker, et al., 
2019; Fazio, Brashier, Payne, & Marsh, 2015) demonstrates that repeated statements are 
easier to process, and subsequently perceived to be more truthful, than new statements 
because “repeated statements are processed more fluently, and this experience of fluency 
in turn is used as a cue to infer validity” (De keersmaecker, et al., 2019, p. 204). By using 
the logic outlined by this fallacy, the commonly held belief that ‘sport participation leads 
to positive development of life skills and/or character development’ is a result of simple 
repetition of statements about the inherent positive value of participation in sports, 




Given the staggering number of kids participating in youth sports in the United 
States, many people (incorrectly) believe that these high rates of participation indicate the 
beneficial value of participation in youth sport. However, the research is inconclusive on 
the value of sport and what outcomes are derived from participation (Gould & Walker, 
2019). Simply because many young people are playing sports, this does not necessarily 
indicate that sport is actually valuable to the development of youth.  
In fact, participation in sports is one of the only out-of-school activities that is 
strongly correlated with both positive (e.g. learning; teamwork; decreased signs of 
anxiety and depression) and negative (e.g. increased alcohol use; learning inappropriate 
behaviors from adults, via modeling; increased engagement in delinquent behaviors) 
developmental outcomes (Cadieux, Godin, Lapointe, & Crooks, 2019; Doré, Sabiston, 
Sylvestre, Brunet, O’Loughlin, Nader, Gallant, & Bélanger, 2019; Gould & Carson, 
2008; Holt & Neely, 2011; Logan & Cuff, 2019; Newman, Magier, Kimiecik, & Burns, 
2020; Panza, Graupensperger, Agans, Doré, Vella, & Blair Evans, 2020). In fact, research 
has demonstrated that while adolescent athletes are less likely to smoke cigarettes and use 
illegal drugs than their peers (Kwan, Bobko, Faulkner, Donnelly, & Cairney, 2014; Clark, 
Camiré, Wade, & Cairney, 2015; Logan & Cuff, 2019), they are also more likely to drink 
alcohol and use smokeless tobacco (Clark, Camiré, Wade, & Cairney, 2015; Logan & 
Cuff, 2019; Naylor, Gardner, & Zaichkowsky, 2001). Youth involved in competitive 
sports also have higher odds of getting drunk at an earlier age (elementary school or 
middle school) than their non-sporting peers (Kwan, Bobko, Faulkner, Donnelly, & 




their non-athlete peers to engage in high-risk alcohol behaviors in high school, such as 
binge drinking (Clark, Camiré, Wade, & Cairney, 2015; Naylor, Gardner, & 
Zaichkowsky, 2001), and drunk driving (Hartmann & Massoglia, 2007). Lastly, youth 
athletes are also more likely than non-athletes to use performance-enhancing substances, 
such as steroids or ephedrine (Logan & Cuff, 2019). Therefore, it cannot be assumed that 
sports’ large participation rates are directly indicative of its inherent positive value, 
particularly to youth athletes. 
There is another recent, concerning trend, as it relates to youth sport participation. 
Children are dropping out at a staggering rate. An estimated 70 percent of youth athletes 
will drop out by the time they are 13 years old (Etnier, 2020; Witt & Dangi, 2018a). 
According to Gould and Walker (2019), “Considering all available attrition data, 25% to 
30% of all children who start a sport season do not complete it” (p.152). Furthermore, 
recent evidence from the Aspen Institute’s Project Play (Aspen Institute Project Play, 
2018; 2019), as well as recent reviews on the topic (Balish, McLaren, Rainham, & 
Blanchard, 2014; Crane & Temple, 2015; Rottensteiner, Konttinen, & Lasko, 2015; Witt 
& Dangi, 2018a), backs up the claim made by Dr. Jennifer Etnier in an op-ed for The 
New York Times (2020, March 11) that kids dropping out of youth sports is a “critical 
issue because of the benefits of sport participation” (para. 1).  
Given that mere participation does not guarantee positive youth development 
(Bean & Forneris, 2017; Coakley, 2011; Danish, Forneris, Hodge, & Heke, 2004; Gould, 
Cowburn, & Shields, 2014), initiatives are needed to help coaches more effectively 




2019; Camiré, Trudel, & Forneris, 2014; Gould, Cowburn, & Shields, 2014; Holt, 2016). 
Research has shown that sports may help young people develop in a variety of ways, 
including but not limited to: physical, psychological, social, cognitive, academic and 
emotional development (Bruner, Balish, Forrest, Brown, Webber, Gray, McGuckin, 
Keats, Rehman, & Shields, 2017; Danish, Petitpas, & Hale, 1993; Gould & Carson, 2008; 
Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones, 2005). A number of different terms have been 
used in the research literature when discussing the ways that sport may help young people 
develop. Some of the most commonly used terms are “positive youth development” 
(Danish, Taylor, Hodge, & Heke, 2004; Holt, 2016), “life skill development” (Gould & 
Carson, 2008), and “sports-based youth development” (Perkins & Noam, 2007). 
Generally, positive youth development is the most broad term, which may be used to 
refer to any of the physical or psychological development that young people undergo, 
including “learning positive health habits and becoming physically fit” (Gould & Carson, 
2008, p. 59), as well as the development of general psychological attributes (e.g. 
confidence, optimism), or more specific cognitive and social skills (e.g. goal setting, 
stress management, communication) (Gould & Carson, 2008). Positive youth 
development may also include “life skill development”. Steve Danish, a leading 
researcher and practitioner in the field of life skill development through sport, along with 
his collaborators, has defined life skills as “those skills that enable individuals to succeed 
in the different environment in which they live, such as school, home, and in their 
neighborhoods. Life skills can be behavioral (communicating effectively with peers and 




intrapersonal (setting goals)” (Danish, et al., 2004, p. 40).  
In 2008, Dan Gould and Sarah Carson authored a review on the current status of 
life skills development through sports, in which they added to the definition of life skills 
provided by Danish, et al. (2004), by accounting for context. This means that life skill 
development in sport must take place within the context of the sport, and by adding that 
for something to be truly considered a life skill, it must transfer beyond the realm of 
sport, and into the other parts of a young person’s life. The definition of life skills that 
Gould and Carson (2008) proposed is that life skills are “those internal personal assets, 
characteristic and skills such as goal setting, emotional control, self-esteem, and hard 
work ethic that can be facilitated or developed in sport and are transferred for use in non-
sport settings” (Gould & Carson, 2008, p. 60). 
In the past few decades, there has been a resurgence of research looking at how 
sports contribute to both the positive and negative development of youth, and in 
particular, the development of “life skills” (Coakley, 2011; Eccles, Barber, Stone, & 
Hunt, 2003; Gould & Carson, 2008; Gould, Carson, & Blanton, 2012; Hansen, Larson, 
Dworkin, 2003; Larson, 2005; Petitpas, et al., 2005; Weiss & Smith, 2002). In some 
cases, the research has looked simply at “positive youth development” (Gould, Collins, 
Lauer & Chung, 2006; 2007), and in other cases, the research is more focused on “life 
skill development” (Gould & Carson, 2010). In both cases, there is evidence that sports 
can both positively (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 
1993) and negatively impact life skill development (Gould, Cowburn, & Shields, 2014; 




Researchers are aware that sport can both positively and negatively impact the 
development of youth and they are interested in looking at the mechanisms for both. 
However, there is still some question about whether or not the value of sport is well-
known to the general public. There are a number of medium and large scale intervention 
programs designed around teaching life skills through sport, such as The First Tee, which 
aims to “impact the lives of young people by providing educational programs that build 
character and instill life-enhancing values through the game of golf” (The First Tee, 
2020; Weiss, Stuntz, Bhalla, Bolter & Price, 2013). Other programs include Teaching 
Personal and Social Responsibility through Physical Activity (Hellison, 2011; TPSR-
Alliance, 2020), Girls on the Run (Weiss, Kipp, Reichter, Espinoza, & Bolter, 2019), the 
National Football Foundation’s Chick-Fil-A Play It Smart program (Petitpas, Van Raalte, 
Cornelius, & Presbrey, 2004; Thamel, 2007), America SCORES (Boston Scores, 2020), 
Squashbusters (Squashbusters, 2020), MetroLacrosse (MetroLacrosse, 2020) and the 
organization Up2Us, which funds and promotes sports-based youth development 
programs through a variety of funding and training sources, most notably their Coach 
Across America program (Up2Us, 2020). Through the programming that these 
organizations offer, they attempt to combine and/or integrate positive youth development 
with the sport experience. 
At the same time, many other large national sporting organizations suggest, in 
their mission statements or mottos, that they are concerned with positive youth 
development (while they may not use this exact term). For example, Little League® 




League® International, 2020), claims in the history and mission statement on its website 
that:  
The basic goal [of Little League] remains the same as it did in 1939, to give the 
children of the world a game that provides fundamental principles 
(sportsmanship, fair play, and teamwork) they can use later in life to become 
good citizens…through proper guidance and exemplary leadership, the Little 
League program assists children in developing the qualities of citizenship, 
discipline, teamwork and physical well-being. By espousing the virtues of 
character, courage, and loyalty, the Little League Baseball and Softball 
program is designed to develop superior citizens rather than superior athletes. 
(Little League® International, 2020) 
While this is only one international organization, the mission statements of other youth 
sport organizations, such as Pop Warner Football and the Amateur Athletic Union 
(AAU), also include statements about the inclusion of life skills development as part of 
their respective missions. The mission statement of Pop Warner Little Scholars (which 
encompasses both their youth football program, and their cheerleading/dance program) 
states that “Pop Warner programs teach fundamental values, skills and knowledge that 
young people will use throughout their lives…[An objective of Pop Warner football and 
cheerleading/dance] is to instill life-long values of teamwork, dedication, and a superior 
work ethic in the classroom and on the playing field” (Pop Warner Little Scholars, 2020).  
Similarly, AAU is a nationwide organization that supports a variety of youth sport 




offer amateur sports programs through a volunteer base for all people to have the 
physical, mental, and moral development of amateur athletes and to promote good 
sportsmanship and good citizenship” (Amateur Athletic Union, 2020). Every AAU team 
is sponsored by a for-profit organization that pays for expenses such as uniforms and 
travel. A quick Google search of “AAU Mission Statement” will show that both the local 
and national AAU sponsoring organizations that show up have their own mission 
statement, and that these missions include some statement that refers to, either explicitly 
or implicitly, life skill development through sport. For example, the first result in a recent 
Google search brings one to the website of the Jaguars AAU Basketball in northern 
California, whose mission statement reads,  
The Jaguars recognize that basketball is only one facet of a young person’s life. 
Our mission is to be a memorable part of their journey by providing a healthy and 
safe environment where confidence in their athletic abilities can soar; they can 
hone their basketball skills, while enjoying the camaraderie of their fellow 
teammates and coaches and the thrill of playing a competitive game of basketball. 
As an organization we do not emphasize basketball as the number one priority 
over other areas of our young athletes’ lives. Our commitment is to complete the 
personal growth of our players. (Jaguars AAU Basketball, 2020) 
Additionally, two local Massachusetts AAU basketball organizations allude to 
similar goals, based in positive youth development and/or life skill development. 
The “About the Program” section of the website for the Middlesex Magic AAU 




Our motto is ‘work hard, have fun, and get better’…we want to ensure that 
our players get enjoyment out of their experience while also learning value 
fundamentals that will stick with them forever.…help to develop 
character, teamwork, and sportsmanship in an enjoyable basketball 
environment” (Middlesex Magic, 2020). 
Finally, the mission statement of the Bay State Jaguars AAU basketball program 
states, 
“[We] strive to provide a fun and competitive environment in which our 
players can improve not only as basketball players but also as young men 
and women… view basketball as a vehicle for teaching our players that 
each one of them has the ability to make choices with respect to their 
attitude and effort that will determine their success on and off the 
court.  As an organization, the Bay State Jaguars define the success of our 
players not on their championships won or scholarship offers earned but 
on whether they have committed to the process and worked to become the 
best players and people they are capable of becoming.” (Bay State Jaguars 
AAU, 2020)  
While these three examples of AAU basketball programs certainly do not represent an 
exhaustive search, they do provide evidence that, at the very least, several large national 
youth sport organizations value participation in sport as a means for facilitating the 
development of skills that are useful in life, beyond just in sports. Unfortunately, mission 




within the context of school sport, one case study found that coaches, parents, and 
athletes are less likely to be aware of the organization’s mission statements compared to 
administrators (Camiré, Werthner, & Trudel, 2009). Camiré, et al. (2009) found that 
administrators assume that coaches are knowledgeable of mission statements and that 
poor communication processes exist between administrators and coaches. These factors 
then contribute to coaches’, parents’, and athletes’ lack of awareness of mission 
statements and as such, of the fundamental values that should guide the practice of sport. 
Research has shown that in order for a mission statement to have an impact, it is 
imperative that stakeholders be aware of it (Forneris, Camiré, & Trudel, 2012), and to 
date it is unclear if this congruence exists in community-based youth sport organizations. 
And this lack of congruence could help to explain why some coaches are not successful 
in fostering the skills that the mission statements espouse (Etnier, 2020; Forneris, Camiré, 
& Trudel, 2012), which consequently may underscore the recent increases in youth sport 
attrition in the United States (Balish, McLaren, Rainham, & Blanchard, 2014; Crane & 
Temple, 2015; Witt & Dangi, 2018a). 
 Bean & Forneris (2017) found that coaches recognize the value of intentionally 
teaching life skills, but also recognized that “simply having the values was not sufficient” 
(p. 242). As one coach in their study explained, “the main problem was that the four 
values were never explained. For instance, listening, who are you listening to?...How do 
you respect each other, your leaders, your parents, your friends? The biggest shortcoming 
was that it wasn’t emphasized other than just repeating [the values] over and over” (p. 




statements, and coaches have a worthy coaching philosophy, but if these are not actively 
being implemented, explained, and emphasized, these ideals are nothing more than 
superficial statements; they fall short of their intended purpose. These values need to be 
explicitly taught to youth athletes for their sport experiences to actually lead to positive 
development changes. And in order for that to happen, coaches need to know how to do 
it; it cannot be assumed that they simply know how to do it.   
Research also suggests that at least one sample of parents believe that sport 
participation has some value for their children. In one national study, when parents were 
asked to choose their preference for what outcomes their child’s out-of-school activity 
should focus on (e.g. a program that teaches hard work, or a program that helps the 
community), 48% of parents felt that out-of-school activities should teach the value of 
hard work and commitment (regardless of the activity) (Duffett, et al., 2004). When the 
same sample of parents were asked what activity they would want their child to be 
involved in outside of school (e.g. a program that provides extra academic preparation 
and skills, or a program focused on team sports and athletic activity), 32% of the parents 
chose sports or athletic activity as their top choice for out-of-school activity for their 
children (regardless of the program’s outcome) (Duffett, et al., 2004). These two 
percentages might suggest that a sizeable selection of parents in this study see sports as 
an out-of-school activity that should teach the value of hard work and commitment. 
However, when parents were asked to consider both program outcomes and program 
activities together, and were asked what the best match would be, just 11% of this same 




percentage (of the seven options given). The only option that fewer parents chose than 
sports was “I don’t know” (Duffett, et al., 2004). The number one choice for an out-of-
school activity was “a program that focused on teaching the value of hard work and 
commitment” (Duffett, et al., 2004). In this one study, there was a misalignment between 
the value of sports (i.e. “I want my child to play sport”), and the ideal outcome of an out-
of-school activity (i.e. “to learn the value of hard work and commitment”) to parents, 
where the results suggest that parents want their children to play sports, but that they 
would prefer that their children learn the value of hard work, and these two things may or 
may not be mutually exclusive.  
 The prevalence of references to life skills development in the mission statements 
of youth sports organizations, as well as the parental goal for their children of entering a 
program that focuses on teaching the value of hard work and commitment suggests that 
youth sport administrators and parents believe that life skill development is important, 
and that somehow sport can be involved in developing these life skills. 
Teaching Life Skills in Sport: How Does it Happen? 
 Research has found that life skills may develop positively in conjunction with, or 
as a result of, sport participation (see Fraser-Thomas, Côté, & Deakin, 2005; Holt, 2016 
for comprehensive reviews). Research has also found that sport can have a negative 
impact on certain life skills (Camiré & Kendellen, 2014; Gould, Cowburn, & Shields, 
2014; Newman, et al., 2020). In several studies looking at the benefits of extracurricular 
activities (Eccles, Barber, Stone, & Hunt, 2003; Fredericks & Eccles, 2008; Hansen, 




only activity that showed both positive (i.e. emotional regulation, teamwork) and 
negative (i.e. increases in alcohol and drug use) developmental outcomes.  
Overall, these findings suggest to researchers that sport has the potential to 
facilitate life skills development in youth, if the sport is set up to do so and the coaches 
are educated how to do so (Bean & Forneris, 2017; 2017). However, this growth is not 
simply a result of mere participation in sports (Coakley, 2011; Gould & Carson, 2008). In 
order for life skills development to occur, it must be done in a targeted way, in an 
environment that is conducive to doing so. This is a safe, engaging environment, which 
includes supportive coaches, clear rules and responsibilities, with an appropriate balance 
of structure and freedom, and a culture of positive social norms, among other attributes 
(Bean & Forneris, 2017; Gould & Carson, 2008; Hellison, 2011; Sullivan, Paquette, Holt, 
& Bloom, 2012). Unfortunately, some children and adults place too much emphasis on 
sporting outcomes (i.e. trophies, winning), causing the educational and developmental 
outcomes to “become more rhetoric versus principle program foci” (Gould & Carson, 
2008, p. 63). Additionally, as Camiré (2015) outlines, “for a skill learned in sport to be 
considered a life skill, it must transfer and be used by youth in settings beyond sport. If 
transfer does not occur, then the skill can only be considered a sport skill. Such a 
distinction underlines that coaches must work deliberately to give youth the confidence to 
use the skills they have learned in sport in everyday life [emphasis added]” (p. 27).   
As one example of this issue of programmatic focus as “rhetoric vs. principle” 
that exists within some youth sport organizations, the aforementioned Little League® 




“parents are strongly encouraged to become involved in Little League. After completing 
a Little League volunteer application and passing a required national background check, 
parents may become involved in practices, and be eligible as coaches, managers, umpires, 
local league board members and other volunteer positions within the league” (Little 
League® International, 2020, para. 2). Interestingly, nowhere in the Little League mission 
statement, nor in the call for volunteers paragraph written above it, does the Little League 
provide any suggestions as to how their mission is carried out, nor does it provide any 
resources for training of coaches or volunteers to carry out the implementation of the 
aforementioned mission and goals. Certainly, Little League International espouses these 
virtues, but without providing any guidance, it is hard to conceptualize how volunteer 
coaches will consistently and effectively implement these ideals.  
While this is only one organization within one youth sport (albeit the largest one), 
anecdotal experiences of the researcher suggest that the Little League mission is not 
being carried out in all regions of the United States. Through the researcher’s experience 
as a youth Little League player and, later as a volunteer coach, there were very few 
organizational attempts to carry out the Little League mission, other than wearing a patch 
with the Little League motto “character, courage and loyalty” (Little League® 
International, 2020) and the efforts of individual coaches within the organization. 
Conversely, there were also coaches who appeared to have simply met the most basic 
criteria of: (1) fill out the online application, and (2) pass a criminal background check, 
and who subsequently demonstrated few, if any, attempts to uphold the developmental 




These Little League coaching issues were echoed by Dr. Jennifer Etnier in her 
March 2020 op-ed piece for The New York Times (Etnier, March 11, 2020), where argues 
that coaches are not being trained well-enough to fulfill their duties, and that some of this 
falls on the coaches. Etnier (2020) demonstrates the damaging impact that bad coaching 
has on youth sport dropout, especially since many children report that they dropped out 
due to a lack of fun, and they cited coaches directly as the main influence on their fun (or 
lack thereof). These ideas are consistent with existing research on youth sport 
participation and dropout (Balish, et al., 2014; Crane & Temple, 2015; Gould & Walker, 
2019; Merkel, 2013; Witt & Dangi, 2018a), which have shown that have shown that up to 
or more than 30% of youth drop out of sports each year (Balish, McLaren, Rainham, & 
Blanchard, 2014) and that lack of enjoyment (“fun”) is the single most commonly cited 
reason for dropout from youth sports (Crane & Temple, 2015). 
Beyond anecdotal evidence for the existence of both good and bad volunteer 
youth sport coaches, there is empirical support that very few youth sport coaches receive 
any formal training from the organization under which they volunteer (Aspen Institute 
Project Play, 2015; 2018; 2019; Camiré & Santos, 2019; Fawver, et al., 2020; Santos, 
Gould, & Strachan, 2019). But current directions in coaching research (Gilbert & 
Rangeon, 2011; Griffo, Jensen, Anthony, Baghurst, & Hodges Kulinna, 2019; Santos, 
Gould, & Strachan, 2019; Sheehy, Dieffenbach, & Reed, 2017) have largely focused on 
whether or not life skills can be or are developed through sport, and less so on how those 
life skills are developed (Bean & Forneris, 2017; Camiré & Santos, 2019; Gould & 




Holt, et al., 2017). 
However, the evidence that sport participation causes positive psychosocial 
outcomes is mostly correlational and so any evidence of a causal relationship is 
unwarranted and/or inconclusive, and nearly always comes with nuance (Coakley, 2011; 
Eime, Young, Harvey, Charity, & Payne, 2013; Gould, Cowburn, & Shields, 2014; 
Merkel, 2013; Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010). While there is plenty of evidence 
suggesting that sport participation has a positive impact on the development of 
psychosocial skills (for comprehensive reviews of these benefits, see Eime, et al., 2013; 
Holt, et al., 2017), there is also both empirical and anecdotal evidence that sport 
participation is, in fact, associated with a variety of negative outcomes, such as increased 
anxiety, stress, and violence (Gould, Cowburn, & Shields, 2013; Merkel, 2013; Newman, 
Magier, Kimiecik, & Burns, 2020). Additionally, sports participation is correlated with a 
disproportionately high emphasis on outcomes and winning, with a corresponding lack of 
emphasis on personal improvement (Bergeron, 2017; Camiré, 2015; Gould & Carson, 
2008; Gould & Walker, 2019; Jones, Edwards, Bocarro, Bunds, & Smith, 2016). And the 
American public knows this is a problem. In a large-scale survey of nearly 9,000 
Americans commissioned by the United States Anti-Doping Association (USADA), they 
found that “nearly two-thirds of U.S. adults agree that sport overemphasizes the 
importance of winning and two-fifths (41%) of those who report personally bending or 
breaking the rules say they were motivated by their desire to be a ‘winner’ ” (USADA, 
2011, p. 8) 




alcohol use (Logan & Cuff, 2019; Naylor, Gardner, & Zaichkowsky, 2001), and 
verbal/physical aggression towards, or bullying of, their peers (Newman, Magier, 
Kimiecik, & Burns, 2020). In fact, in a recent review looking at participation in sports 
and its correlation with aggressive and/or violent behaviors, they found that, in some 
studies, participation was not a protective factor, but conversely a risk factor, as there was 
a strong positive correlation between participation and aggressive behavior (Newman, 
Magier, Kimiecik, & Burns, 2020). In these cases, participation in sports may actually 
have negative outcomes for some youth, which is quite to the contrary of popular belief.  
Based on the current body of evidence that looks at the relationship between sport 
participation and the development of positive and/or negative outcomes, the most 
appropriate conclusion to draw is that the evidence is inconclusive, but certainly both 
outcomes are possible via sport participation. And in either case, it would be impossible 
to say that these outcomes are solely attributed to participation in sport (Coakley, 2011; 
Hodge, 1989; Theokas, 2009). Unfortunately, the misconception persists (among 
coaches, parents, athletes, and in North American society as a whole) that sport 
participation, in and of itself, is solely responsible for either the positive outcomes or the 
negative outcomes (Bean & Forneris, 2017; Coakley, 2011; Gould & Carson, 2008). 
Within the positive youth development literature, there are several ways this 
misconception is described, such as “character is taught, not caught, through sport” 
(Gould & Carson, 2008, p. 60), or that “there is nothing magical about sport itself. Being 
on the field or the court does not automatically contribute to the development or 




Forneris (2017) interviewed coaches, and found that these coaches believed that life skills 
are a by-product of sport participation, and that transfer of those skills to other contexts 
outside of the sports arena “just happens” (p. 239). 
Ultimately, an important first step in the development of these positive 
psychosocial outcomes through sport is the awareness that simply participating in sport 
“leads to no regularly identifiable developmental outcomes” (Coakley, 2011, p. 309), and 
therefore must be intentionally taught and fostered through the sport experience (Gould & 
Carson, 2008). In addition, sport participation is most likely to occur when the sporting 
environment is intentionally structured and where young people are physically safe, 
personally valued, morally and economically support, personally and politically 
empowered, and hopeful about the future (Bean & Forneris, 2016; Coakley, 2011; 
Hellison, 2011). Likewise, positive developmental outcomes are more likely to occur 
when coaches are trained to teach an explicit philosophy of nonviolence, respect for self 
and others, the importance of fitness and self-control as a part of overall development, 
confidence in physical skills, and a sense of responsibility to self and others (Bean & 
Forneris, 2017; Coakley, 2011; Gould & Carson, 2008). In sum, in order for the positive 
outcomes derived from sport, espoused by “sport evangelists” (Coakley, 2011) and 
echoed throughout society, to occur the sporting context must be set up to foster them, 
and coaches who are primarily responsible for directly overseeing these contexts must 
know how to appropriately teach and model these outcomes. And as of right now, it 
cannot be stated that these arrangements are definitively executed throughout youth 




Youth Sport Coaches and Psychosocial Development 
One factor that is likely to influence the development of positive psychosocial 
outcomes in youth athletes is the presence of a caring, supportive adult (Fry & Gano-
Overway, 2010; Bean & Forneris, 2016). Petitpas, Giges, & Danish (1999) contend that 
the quality of relationships with influential adults or mentors is the single most influential 
factor for positive developmental outcomes in sport. Researchers in the broader field of 
youth development contend that close relationships with supportive adults allow youth to 
feel secure and stable enough to take on challenges (Coakley, 2011; Hellison, 2011; 
Larson, 2000). Developmental research also consistently highlights the impact of 
supportive relationships with adults and role models as essential in bringing about 
positive developmental outcomes (Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 2011; Bean & Forneris, 
2016). Two subsequent studies, conducted by Fry and Gano-Overway (2010), and by 
Gould, Flett, & Lauer (2012), supported the importance of a caring, supportive adult by 
finding an association between an athlete’s perception of their coach as supportive and 
caring (Fry & Gano-Overway, 2010) and positive psychosocial outcomes (Gould, Flett, 
& Lauer, 2012). Fry and Gano-Overway (2010) found a positive association between the 
presence of a caring climate and athlete outcomes such as greater enjoyment, 
commitment, and being more supportive of teammates. Gould, Flett, and Lauer (2012) 
found that coaches who created a caring environment were more likely to see positive 
developmental gains in their athletes, particularly if those coaches also created an 
environment that emphasized personal improvement over outcomes like winning.  




caring, supportive environment is the youth sport coach (Côté & Gilbert, 2009; USADA, 
2011). A number of studies support this notion — that youth sport coaches play an 
essential role in both fostering an appropriate climate, and in turn, fostering positive 
developmental outcomes in their athletes (Côté & Gilbert, 2009; Gould, Collins, Lauer & 
Chung, 2007; Santos, Gould, & Strachan, 2019; Smith & Smoll, 2012; Trottier & 
Robitaille, 2014). 
While the task of coaching and developing youth is quite important for youth 
sport coaches, we also know that youth sport coaches are typically parent volunteers who 
got involved in coaching because their child is/was participating, and subsequently many 
are only involved for the amount of time that their child is participating in that sport, at 
most (Busser & Caruthers, 2010; ; Dorsch, King, Tulane, Osai, Dunn & Carlsen, 2019; 
Leberman & LaVoi, 2011; Neely & Holt, 2011; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005). This lack of 
experience with developing youth athletes (other than perhaps their own child(ren)) can 
lead to some feeling that the task of teaching important psychosocial skills is quite a 
monumental one. In particular, when asked about the task of encouraging and imparting 
positive psychosocial outcomes, most of these volunteer coaches report getting little or 
no formal training on developmentally appropriate coaching practices and therefore feel 
unprepared for the task of coaching a youth team, including the task of imparting positive 
psychosocial outcomes (Barcelona & Young, 2010; Camiré, Forneris, Trudel, & Bernard, 
2011; Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Kerins, Shinew, & Fernandez, 2017; Wiersma & 
Sherman, 2005).  




“soccer”) does not teach positive psychosocial outcomes. The game is the environment; 
coaches are the ones facilitate those outcomes — both positive and negative (Camiré, 
Forneris, Trudel, & Bernard, 2011; Côté & Gilbert, 2009; Falcão, Bloom, & Gilbert, 
2012; Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 2011). It should not be surprising then that coaches who 
intentionally include the teaching of psychosocial outcomes in their coaching philosophy 
(and behavior) are the ones who are most likely to impart positive psychosocial outcomes 
(Bolter, Petranek, & Dorsch, 2018; Danish, Forneris, Hodge, & Hoke, 2004; Flett, Gould, 
& Lauer, 2012; Santos, Gould, & Strachan, 2019).  
Much of the volunteer youth coaching is done in conjunction with community-
based sport programs (e.g. YMCAs, Boys & Girls Clubs, Community Centers, 
Recreation Departments, Public Parks) (Fawver, et al., 2020; Naslund & Pennington, 
2011; Petitpas, Van Raalte, & France, 2017). Given the limited financial resources of 
many of these programs, many volunteer coaches report getting little or no formal 
training on developmentally appropriate coaching practices and therefore feel unprepared 
for the task of coaching a youth team, including the imparting of positive psychosocial 
outcomes (Aspen Institute Project Play, 2019; Bolter, Petranek, & Dorsch, 2018; Camiré, 
Forneris, Trudel, & Bernard, 2011; Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Ewing, Seefeldt, & 
Brown, 1996; Kerins, Shinew, & Fernandez, 2017; Wiersma & Sherman, 2005).  
Athletes who demonstrate significant positive psychosocial development through 
their experiences playing sports are also more likely to have had a coach with formal 
coach education or training (Gould, Collins, Lauer & Chung, 2007; Lauer & Deiffenbach, 




2011). Providing training and support to youth sport coaches may result in the enhanced 
likelihood of positive youth development (Camiré & Santos, 2019; Gould, Carson, & 
Blanton, 2012; Lauer & Deiffenbach, 2012; Smoll, Smith, Barnett & Everett, 2003; 
Smoll, Smith & Cumming, 2007). 
Expanding on the concept that youth sport coaches play an important role in the 
psychosocial development of their athletes, other research has found that athletes who 
demonstrate significant positive psychosocial development through their experiences 
playing sports are also more likely to have a coach with formal coach education or 
training (Camiré & Santos, 2019; Gould & Walker, 2019; Gould, Collins, Lauer & 
Chung, 2007; Lauer & Deiffenbach, 2012; Smoll & Smith, 2011; Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 
2011). The athletes with trained coaches reported liking their coaches and teammates 
more, and had more fun, than the athletes who were coached by untrained coaches (Smoll 
& Smith, 2011; Smoll, Smith, Barnett & Everett, 2003; Turnnidge & Côté, 2017). 
Additionally, these differences in level of psychosocial development were unrelated to 
win-loss records (Smoll & Smith, 2011; Smoll, Smith, Barnett & Everett, 2003). 
The current state of volunteer youth sports in the United States is this: program 
administrators (i.e. Little League, Pop Warner) (Bolter, Petranek, & Dorsch, 2018; 
Camiré, et al. 2012) and parents (Duffett, et al., 2004; Neely & Holt, 2014) report that 
they value certain outcomes that youth sport organizations claim to provide, such as 
character, moral, psychological, and/or physical development, but the coaches who are 
most likely to impart those outcomes are given very little, if any, training to do so. There 




to impart psychosocial outcomes, but in general, the evidence on the effectiveness of 
these programs for producing meaningful behavioral changes in coaches remains 
inconclusive (Fawver, et al., 2020; Santos, Camiré, MacDonald, Campos, Conceição, & 
Silva, 2017; Trudel, Gilbert & Werthner, 2010).  
Volunteer Youth Coach Training 
The exact statistics on volunteer youth sport coach training in the United States 
(i.e. which coaches are trained, on what topics, and when) can be tricky to determine. 
Many other countries around the world, such as the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, 
and many of the member-states of the European Union, have some centralized, 
government-affiliated sport association or organization that governs, regulates, and funds 
many of the sport programs in that country (O’Boyle & Shilbury, 2020). These 
organizations are usually run by a governing board, and while they function as an arm of 
the federal government, they generally do so semi-autonomously, with statutory authority 
(i.e. powers/duties granted to them through law by the federal and/or state governments). 
Sport management scholars refer to this as a “federal model” of sports governance 
(O’Boyle & Shilbury, 2020). For example, in Australia, they have the Australian Institute 
for Sport and Sport Australia, which are overseen by the Australian Sports Commission, 
a government agency within the Australian Department of Health, and are accountable to 
the Australian Minister for Youth and Sport (Australian Sports Commission, 2020). The 
ASC is “responsible for supporting and investing in sport and physical activity at all 
levels” (Australian Sports Commission, 2020, para. 1), by uniting two entities, “Sport 




physical activity and industry growth, and the Australian Institute of Sport — leading our 
high performance sport system” (Australian Sports Commission, 2020, para. 4). 
Analogously, in Canada, there is Sport Canada, a branch of the Canadian federal 
government’s Department of Canadian Heritage (Sport Canada, 2020). The Sport Canada 
website clearly outlines the exact role and objectives of this branch of the government, 
which are written into official federal policy. They write: 
The current Canadian Sport Policy, effective from 2012 to 2022, sets a direction 
for all governments, institutions, and organizations to make sure sport has a 
positive impact on the lives of Canadians, our communities and our country... 
The mission of Sport Canada is to enhance opportunities for all Canadians to 
participate and excel in sport. The Government of Canada is the single largest 
investor in Canada's sport system, providing funding for initiatives to support our 
high-performance athletes and to promote sport participation among all 
Canadians, from playground to podium. (Sport Canada, 2020, para. 4). 
A second model of sport governance, the “unitary model” is the dominant model in other 
countries, such as Russia, China, and Greece, which feature a centralized, “all-powerful” 
single governing entity overseeing the political structure of the country. Subsequently, 
their models of sport governance closely resemble this centralized power (O’Boyle & 
Shilbury, 2020). As sports governance scholars Ian O’Boyle and David Shilbury write, 
“this means that the national governing body (or equivalent) for a sport in those countries 
holds the balance of power in terms of fostering the development of that sport through the 




(O’Boyle & Shilbury, 2020, p. 98). It is also noteworthy for the current study, that many 
of these government-affiliated organizations provide the funding and resources to 
develop, implement, and study coach education programs for all youth coaches, such as 
the National Coaching Certification Program in Canada (Culver, Werthner, & Trudel, 
2019), and several empirically-validated coach development programs in Norway, 
supported by the Norwegian Olympic and Paralympic Committee and Confederation of 
Sports (Berntsen & Kristiansen, 2019b; 2020), including the Motivation Activation 
Program in Sport (MAPS) (Berntsen & Kristiansen, 2019a), which provided guidelines 
for need-supportive coach development that were utilized, and highly influential, in the 
development the MAC-RGR in this study. 
Sports governance in the United States does not align with either model outlined 
above. In the United States, there is no federal government agency responsible for sport, 
nor does the United States government fund the U.S. Olympic & Paralympic Committee 
(USOPC, 2020). Instead, as O’Boyle and Shilbury (2020) lay it out, 
In the United States, specifically, although federalism exists in terms of the 
nation’s political makeup, a reflection of this federal system is absent from the 
sporting context with a large disconnect between mass participation sport and 
professional sport. The combination of a federalist system of government and an 
avowedly free-market economy has resulted in a plethora of sport organisations 
claiming governance over the same sport. Furthermore, the lack of a nationalised 
governance framework in any sports in the United States has created an 




the leagues in which their teams compete. These groups and individuals can 
operate their teams and leagues in any manner they see fit, as long as those 
activities do not contravene American corporate law. Consequently, each of the 
major leagues in the United States, such as the National Basketball Association 
(NBA), National Football League (NFL), and Major League Baseball (MLB) has 
their own rules and systems of governance….[there is] an absence of this 
corporate stakeholder group (i.e. the owners of professional sports teams) from 
the governance systems that operate in professional sporting networks in America 
and elsewhere. Corporate governance in these types of professional leagues and 
teams generally involves the adoption of a shareholder perspective — that is to 
maximise the economic performance of the team/organisation. (O’Boyle & 
Shilbury, 2020, p. 100-101) 
And so, here in the United States, much of this governance, oversight, and support 
(financial, or otherwise) falls on self-funded, nonprofit, sport-specific national governing 
bodies (NGBs), like the U.S. Olympic & Paralympic Committee (USOPC) 
(www.teamusa.org), USA Track & Field (www.usatf.org), or USA Football 
(www.usafootball.com), who must then compete with ubiquitous billion-dollar 
corporations, like the National Football League, for market-share, name-recognition and 
credibility, and capital (both financial and social) when trying to provide education and 
outreach to youth sports programs. For both the USOPC and NGBs, this is an ongoing, 




A national governing body (NGB) is a sports organization that has a regulatory 
or sanctioning function. Sport governing bodies can impose disciplinary actions 
for rule infractions and serve as the arbiter of rule changes in the sport that they 
govern. They also set the conditions for and supervise competitions. Every 
Olympic sport is subject to the oversight of an NGB, which also should provide 
training and education on the values and ethical expectations of the given sport. 
(USADA, 2011, p. 6) 
Beyond the limited scope and impact of most NGBs in the United States, most 
community-based sport organizations (e.g. Boys & Girls Clubs, YMCA, municipal 
recreation agencies) are not affiliated with, and therefore do not report to NGBs, nor do 
for-profit sports organizations (e.g. AAU), or non-profit sports organizations (e.g. Little 
League). Additionally, there are no federal or state laws that mandate that a volunteer go 
through any required training or education before becoming a volunteer youth sport 
coach (LaVetter & Stahura, 2010; Gayler, Purdom, Rogers, & Sebastian, 2012).  
Given the lack of centralized reporting, funding, and oversight, most 
organizations that employ volunteer youth sport coaches (and would not run without 
them) do very little in terms of training or screening of willing volunteers (Fawver, et al., 
2020; Gayler, et al., 2012). Some large, national sports organizations, such as the 
National Alliance of Youth Sports, Little League® International, and the American 
Youth Soccer Organization all recommend background checks for their member clubs, 
but as mentioned, they are not mandatory (Gayler, Purdom, Rogers, & Sebastian, 2012). 




minimum requirements to coach: (1) be willing to show up, and (2) possibly undergo a 
background check.  
Furthermore, as part of an advocacy project for requiring background checks of 
potential volunteer coaches in the state of California, researchers at the University of San 
Diego found that “while nearly one in 10 of the 10,436 profiles submitted by 
municipalities to the National Recreation and Park Association's volunteer-screening 
program were found to have criminal records, nearly 40% of those records were 
discovered to have committed “disqualifying offenses” for coaching children, including 
serious drug and alcohol convictions, violent offenses, various other felonies, recent 
misdemeanors, and even sex crimes” (Gayler, Purdom, Rogers, & Sebastian, 2012, p. 
30). Unfortunately, the issue of training volunteer youth sport coaches is a difficult one, 
given that right now it is difficult for many organizations to conduct background checks, 
let alone provide basic safety training (e.g. CPR or first aid). Given the variety of 
organizations that provide sporting opportunities in the United States, and the lack of 
oversight or regulation of many of these organizations, trying to get a handle on the types 
of training that coaches receive in the United States remain complicated. Or, as one 
commentary about the state of coaching in the United States put it, “curiously, the 
preparation and regulation of coaches has been a major omission from American society” 
(Gearity & Denison, 2012, p. 352). 
Additionally, trying to understand how (and where) coaches develop the 
necessary skills to impart positive benefits to youth athletes is equally problematic. 




the population - “the term ‘youth sports’ is a nebulous descriptor for organized sport 
opportunities offered to youth and adolescents. Organized youth sport programs are 
managed and delivered by a large and diverse group of agencies, organizations, school 
districts, and corporations” (p. 183). As the authors of a recent review of youth coach 
training wrote of this issue, “answering that question in the United States is challenging 
given that existing coach training models are arduously complex and highly variable in 
terms of adopted standards across sport domains and level of competition” (Fawver at el., 
2020, p. 239). 
According to the 2019 State of Play report, an annual report put out by the Aspen 
Institute’s Project Play, fewer than 30% of all youth coaches had undergone any training 
in the previous year (Aspen Institute Project Play, 2019). Alternatively, in one study of 
volunteer youth sport coaches from 2005, the researchers found that 40% of coaches in 
their sample had no formal training whatsoever (Wiersma & Sherman, 2005).  And in 
2010, Barcelona and Young estimated that up to 90% of youth sport coaches in the U.S. 
have not completed any sort of formalized training program, while fewer than 25% of 
voluntary youth sport organizations require coach training and only 42% even offer non-
mandatory training to their coaching. These results were found, despite the beliefs of the 
same youth sport administrators that such trainings were necessary and useful (Barcelona 
& Young, 2010). And according to statistics provided on the website for the National 
Council for Accreditation of Coaching Education (NCACE), the only accrediting body 
for coach education programs in the United States, just 5% of volunteer youth coaches 




help to illustrate the vast differences in tracking and reporting the current status of 
training volunteer youth sport coaches in this country. Finally, all of the numbers 
reported above seemingly refer to all coaches (e.g. head, assistant, paid, unpaid) working 
with youth (ages 5-18), and so it is likely that the statistics on training for volunteer youth 
sport coaches, and particularly those working in community-based programs, which 
typically have less funding and access to resources like coach education, are noticeably 
smaller (Fawver, et al., 2020).  
While it remains difficult to accurately portray the numerous issues that plague 
researchers trying to fully understand the state of volunteer youth coaches in the United 
States, and the complexity of studying this group, in their recent review of youth coach 
training in the United States, Bradley Fawver, Garrett Beatty, John Roman, and Kevin 
Kurtz perhaps did as good a job as one could ask for,  
The available data on employed youth sport coaches fail to fully capture the youth 
sport coaching landscape when considering the number of youth club sport 
leagues (e.g., Little League, Amateur Athletic Union) that pull coaches from high 
school leagues (Kelley & Carchia, 2013). Outside of for-profit leagues that 
generate billions in annual revenue, numerous nonprofit leagues staff unpaid, 
volunteer coaches. Volunteer sport coaches are often engaged within 
organizations void of rigorous, research-based coach training. Despite 
considerable evolution in research-based physical education and pedagogy 
programs (Dieffenbach & Wayda, 2010), similar advancement in specified coach 




dominates as the mode of knowledge acquisition across many levels of youth 
sport (Gilbert, Lichtenwaldt, Gilbert, Zelezny, & Côté, 2009), but this is 
particularly evident at the lowest levels of competition such as recreation leagues. 
Though informal training can help volunteer coaches increase competency, 
volunteer coach-development models lack codified learning outcomes needed to 
increase the probability that these coaches possess the minimal competencies 
needed to facilitate safe, fun, and developmentally appropriate sport experiences. 
(Fawver, Beatty, Roman, & Kurtz, 2020, p. 240)  
Positive Youth Development 
 The field of positive youth development (PYD) through sport, in particular, exists 
with the intentional goal of providing programs that emphasize the teaching of life skills 
through sport. This goal can be summarized as “helping youths develop assets that would 
promote healthy development and help them thrive in society” (Gano-Overway, Newton, 
Magyar, Fry, Kim, & Guivernau, 2009, p. 330). A secondary goal of the field is to 
evaluate these programs, to ensure that youth are given the opportunities to flourish and 
grow appropriately (Holt, 2016). As a field, positive youth development has completed 
empirical scholarly inquiry into the issues that a PYD program must address. There has 
also been the service side of the field, where practitioners implement programs. However, 
the overlap between the two — known as service-based inquiry — has been lagging in 
the field of PYD (Holt, Deal, & Smith, 2016; Martinek & Hellison, 2016).  
 Over the past decade, many positive youth development programs have been 




outside of sport, and later in one’s life. An important part of PYD programs is that they 
specifically focus on enhancing the student-athletes psychosocial and personal 
development (Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones, 2005; Petitpas, Van Raalte, & 
France, 2017). Need for these types of development is often highest in urban, 
underserved areas. Often, however, these schools are also the place where this is the most 
difficult (hence, why the need is there) (Wright & Burton, 2008). Many of these PYD 
programs, which may be school-based as well as community-based, face numerous 
barriers, including funding, school and community support, staffing, student motivation, 
and the difficulty of institutionalizing a program within an existing school or community 
structure that may be chaotic and disorganized (Cothran, & Ennis, 1999; Hellison, 2011; 
Martinek, Schilling, & Johnson, 2001; Wright & Burton, 2008). Despite these barriers, 
research has found that many of these programs succeed at teaching certain life skills to 
youth including resilience, self-awareness, competence, autonomy, leadership, 
compassion, care for others, goal setting, and moral judgment (Hammond-Diedrich & 
Walsh, 2006; Hellison, 2011; Hermens, Super, Verkooijen, & Koelen, 2017); Martinek, 
Schilling, & Hellison, 2006).  
In particular, several successful PYD programs have been implemented in a 
variety of settings and have been studied rigorously (Holt, et al., 2017; Whitley, Massey, 
Camiré, Boutet, & Borbee, 2019), including The First Tee (Weiss, Stuntz, Bhalla, Bolter, 
& Price, 2013), the LiFEsports program (Anderson-Butcher, Riley, Iachini, & Wade-
Mdivanian, 2014) and the Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility (TPSR) model 




of programs that dwindled and ultimately failed for a variety of reasons. Because of this, 
it is important that there continues to be systematic evaluation and research of these 
programs to increase the empirical evidence supporting the existence of these programs. 
It is equally important to understand and evaluate the specific outcomes of each program 
that are most effective in teaching life skills through physical activity. 
Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility 
The specific program that was a part of the current study is Get Ready (McCarthy, 
Ettl Rodriguez, & Altieri, 2018), a program based on the Teaching Personal and Social 
Responsibility (TPSR) model (Hellison, 2011). Using a humanistic approach in sport and 
physical education settings to teach values and responsibility, TPSR-based programming 
was developed specifically for underserved youth in urban areas, and has been 
implemented and studied for over three decades (Martinek & Hellison, 2016). The 
rationale for TPSR was to provide young people with character development, to help 
them deal with social problems that may (or may already have) arise in their lives, and to 
teach important values, including respect, decision-making, responsibility, and autonomy 
for one’s actions. These values are taught and demonstrated using four themes for the 
TPSR program (Hellison, 2011). The purpose of the themes is to be a focus for the TPSR 
teachers, in order to create a framework for instruction in the program and to provide 
consistency across lessons/activities. These four themes are the necessary components of 
the TPSR teaching model, as first outlined by Hellison (2011): 
1) Empowerment: The responsibilities belong to the students, not the adults. And 




manifested as a shift for the advisors from direct instruction to guidance and 
facilitation. This may also include creating opportunities for student leadership 
and peer teaching/coaching.  
2) Student-teacher relationship: This includes building rapport, recognizing and 
building student strengths, respecting and acknowledging the individual qualities 
of each student (so they are not simply a category), understanding that each 
student knows something that the teacher does not (giving each a voice), and 
helping to provide students with the opportunity to make good decisions that are 
appropriate for him/herself (giving students a choice). 
3) Integration: the TPSR lessons and responsibilities must be integrated into the 
physical activity, not taught separately. This means that advisors must prepare 
activities that allow for seamless integration, and must also be able to find 
teaching moments within a given activity. 
4) Transfer: This is the ultimate point of TPSR. The goal is to teach for transfer 
outside of the gym, so that the students will take the lessons into their personal 
lives and, in turn, lead better lives. 
TPSR also has five goals, called responsibilities, that are displayed using the four themes 
listed above. They are:  
1)   Respecting the rights and feelings of others;  
2)   Participation and effort;  
3)   Self-direction;  




5)   Transfer outside the gym.  
These same five responsibilities are taught as part of the Get Ready program (the setting 
in which the current study takes place) (McCarthy, Ettl Rodriguez & Altieri, 2018). 
However, in Get Ready, the responsibilities are referred to with slightly different (and 
less academic) terms — 1) respect, 2) effort, 3) self-coaching, 4) coaching, and 5) 
transfer, respectively. (See Appendix A for a full outline of TPSR themes and 
responsibilities.) 
Research on Youth Sport Coaching 
Youth Coach Training and Education 
When exploring how youth sport coaches learn to coach, Lemyre, Trudel, & 
Durand-Bush (2007) found that the philosophy of many of the youth sport coaches was 
simply to coach based on how they were coached as an athlete, or to coach based on 
coaching behaviors that they have observed throughout their years of experience with 
sport, either playing and/or watching. Very few had taken part in any formal coach 
education/training program to inform their coaching philosophy or coaching practice 
(Lemyre, Trudel, & Durand-Bush, 2007). Other researchers have found similar results 
when looking at how coaches acquire knowledge — it is acquired passively throughout 
their lifetime and experiences (Falcão, Bloom & Gilbert, 2012; Langan, Blake, & 
Lonsdale, 2013; Rocchi & Couture, 2017), and occasionally from formal coach training 
programs, including Coach Effectiveness Training (a precursor to the MAC training) 
(Coatsworth & Conroy, 2007). Additionally, a review of the impact of large-scale coach 




impact of these programs was rarely measured, and when it was, the impact of these 
programs was inconclusive (Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010).  
Even with the inconclusive findings about the effectiveness of these coach 
training programs, if coaches are not attending or given to access to trainings, we can be 
assured that they will not even potentially benefit from the information provided. When 
asked, coaches report wanting more opportunities for impactful, practical training 
(Ciampolini, Milistetd, Rynne, Brasil, & Nascimento, 2019; Santos, et al., 2017; Vella, 
Crowe, & Oades, 2013). According to the Aspen Institute’s 2019 State of Play report, 
fewer than four in 10 youth coaches say they received training in any of the following 
areas: sport skills and tactics, effective motivational technique, or safety needs 
(CPR/basic first aid and concussion management) (Aspen Institute Project Play, 2019). 
According to a recent review of 285 coach development programs (Lefebvre, 
Blair Evans, Turnnidge, Gainforth, & Côté, 2016), 52.28% (n = 149) focused on 
technical/tactical skills, and 19.3% (n = 55) focused on planning and logistics, whereas 
11.23% (n = 32) focused on health or well-being, and just 12.98% (n = 37) focused on 
any of the following concepts — leadership/motivational climate (n = 15), psychological 
skills (n = 11), youth development (n = 5), pedagogy (n = 3), relationship-building (with 
athletes, coaches, parents) (n = 2), or team-building (n = 1) (Lefebvre, et al., 2016). 
Furthermore, just 11 programs (or 4.8%) (of the 227 programs whose delivery method 
could be determined by the review’s authors), featured any individualized elements in 
their method of delivery.  




the most youth coaches reported receiving training on were CPR/first aid (65.9%) and 
sport skills & tactics (64.1%), while 56.9% reported receiving training related to 
motivational techniques, which was only surpassed by training on concussion 
management (50.6%) (Aspen Institute Project Play, 2018). All the above numbers refer to 
coaches working with youth (ages 5–18), and so it is likely that the numbers for volunteer 
youth coaches, working with athletes in participatory/recreational leagues are noticeably 
smaller.  
It should be clear that youth coaches are not receiving enough training, and when 
they do receive it, the topics covered often do not align with the stated goals of the most 
important stakeholders — national sports associations, like Little League (“Character. 
Courage. Loyalty.”), parents (hard work; teamwork; competition/fair play) (Neely & 
Holt, 2014), or youth athletes (“fun”) (Visek, et al., 2015). Certainly, there are a variety 
of reasons for these issues with insufficient coach education, including prohibitive 
financial costs and lack of available trainings (Collins & Medbery, 2008; Wiersma & 
Sherman, 2005), but there is also enough evidence out there that even the trainings that 
do exist are not doing a good enough job at training coaches (Trudel, Gilbert, & 
Werthner, 2010).In some cases, coach training programs are based on the premise that 
novice/youth coaches can learn best from the practices of elite coaches/coach trainers and 
that volunteer youth coaches should be taught using similar methods to those used for 
training elite coaches, which often rely on formal education programs and allowing the 
coaches to learn from the various sport science fields (Santos, et al., 2017; Trudel, 




from the experience of coaching an elite team. Beyond the obvious difference in caliber 
and ability of the athletes that they are coaching, youth coaches may not have the same 
amount of time to devote to learning about coaching, and may not have as much sport-
specific knowledge, sport experience, or understanding of pedagogical techniques to 
draw from when learning how to coach as elite coaches do (Falcão, Bloom, & Gilbert, 
2012; Lemyre, Trudel, & Durand-Bush, 2007; Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010). 
Volunteer youth sport coach trainings must take these fundamental differences into 
account, and therefore should not be the same as the trainings provided to elite coaches. 
Existing Coach Education Programs in the United States 
Many existing formal coach education and coach certification programs in the 
United States, such as those offered by many National Governing Bodies (NGBs), like 
USA Track & Field and USA Hockey, are full-day or weekend long programs. While 
these programs are limited and are relatively modest in length (compared to getting a 
university degree in coaching, pedagogy, or something similar), they are significantly 
more substantial than the training that many volunteer youth coaches receive, which is 
little or none (Wiersma & Sherman, 2005; Trudel, Gilbert & Werthner, 2010).  
Two of these programs offered by NGBs were examined. They cost upwards of 
$200, involve taking in both an online training and a several hour in-person training, and 
require a fairly in-depth amount of information and commitment in order to register for 
them. For example, USA Hockey requires that coaches are certified to coach in any USA 
Hockey-affiliated program. This certification requires a background screening, 




($46+/year), completion of at least eleven online age-specific modules (at roughly two 
hours and $10 per module), and to attend a full-day, in-person certification clinic ($50). 
This certification must be renewed (at least, in part) either annually, or every two years 
(Rutsch, 2018; USA Hockey, 2020). 
Similarly, the USA Track & Field (USATF) coaching certification is a “two-and-
a-half-day course (21.5 hours) covers all events and related sports science in a 
straightforward manner by emphasizing fundamentals, rules, safety and risk management, 
and teaching progressions” (USATF, 2020a, para. 1). Much like the USA Hockey 
certification, the USATF certification also requires a background screening, the 
SafeSport safety training, and that you be a member of USATF. The USATF coaching 
certification costs $210, plus the cost of a USATF membership ($40/year). Certification 
lasts up to four years (they expire on December 31st in the year of the Summer Olympic 
Games) (USATF, 2020b, para. 1). 
While these certification programs can be very useful, many volunteer youth 
coaches may not have the time, money, commitment to coaching, or motivation to 
complete such training (Gayler, Purdom, Rogers, & Sebastian, 2012). A recent review of 
youth coach educational opportunities found similar costs for nonacademic (i.e. not 
university-based) coach education programs, with costs for a workshop ranging from $25 
to $1250 (Fawver, et al., 2020). Barcelona and Young (2010) found that recreation 
department administrators cited these same reasons (money, coach motivation, time and 
resources) as the primary reasons why they did not offer mandatory (or any) youth sport 




programs were offered to youth sport coaches, attendance was often minimal (Barcelona 
& Young, 2010). Busser & Caruthers (2010) found that many volunteer youth sport 
coaches were coaching the team because their child was on the team, and/or they were 
the only one willing to volunteer. 
Given the lack of required formal coach education and training, many volunteer 
youth coaches do not have a fundamental level of knowledge about the developmental 
appropriate practices for the age group with which they are working, nor the skills for 
helping their athletes to develop psychosocial skills, despite being aware that sport is a 
good vehicle for this development, and that in many cases, this responsibility falls to the 
coach (Camiré, Trudel, & Forneris, 2014; Coatsworth & Conroy, 2007; Gould & Walker, 
2019; Santos, Camiré, MacDonald, Campos, Conceição, & Silva, 2017). In four separate 
studies, researchers found that the volunteer youth sport coaches want to instill positive 
values in their athletes and that this opportunity to do so motivates them as much, if not 
more, than other factors (e.g. personal accomplishment, social opportunities) (Bean & 
Forneris, 2017; Busser & Caruthers, 2010; McCallister, Blinde & Weiss, 2000; 
Turnnidge & Cote, 2017). At the same time, some youth coaches still mistakenly believe 
that sport inherently teaches life skills (Bean & Forneris, 2017; McCallister, et al., 2000; 
Gould & Walker, 2019). Bean & Forneris (2017) reported that coaches believe that life 
skill development “just happens” and is a by-product of sport participation, including an 
implicit transfer to other parts of life. As one coach in their sample put it “we set the 
machine up and let it run. All the positives that come from it, we just let that happen” 




which removes much of the responsibility for teaching life skills from the coach, might 
help to explain the attendance issues mentioned previously (Barcelona & Young, 2010; 
Busser & Caruthers, 2010), as coaches may not believe they need training to teach life 
skills; they need just show up and let the sport/competition/context take over the 
teaching. Or to paraphrase a coaching cliché, the coaches just roll the proverbially balls 
out, and let it [life skill development] happen. Unfortunately, the empirical evidence to 
support these hopeful claims simply does not reliably exist. 
What do coaches want to get across in their coaching? 
In a classic survey of 423 volunteer youth coaches from the late 1970s, this 
sample of coaches reported that the major outcomes that they wanted to emphasize to 
their athletes were physical development, psychological development, social 
development, and fun (Martens & Gould, 1978). They rated “winning” as the objective 
that they least wanted to emphasize (Martens & Gould, 1978). However, these results 
seem difficult to reliably trust in 2020, given that the study was carried out more than 
forty years ago (and many psychological, educational, pedagogical and coaching 
practices have changed drastically in that time), and the data was collected via coach self-
report (increasing the possibility of social desirability bias). At the same time, this study 
(or something similar) has not been replicated and there is very limited research focused 
on understanding volunteer youth coaches’ objectives and motivations for coaching. And 
so, despite its large sample size and subsequent statistical power, it is unclear if these 
results are still applicable to volunteer youth coaches in the 21st century and would still 




In one study of 141 volunteer youth sport coaches found that these coaches were 
most motivated by instilling values in their athletes (Busser & Carruthers, 2010), 
supporting the results that Martens & Gould (1978) found. McCallister and colleagues 
(2000), interviewed 22 volunteer youth coaches and found the most commonly identified 
values that these coaches claimed to teach were sportsmanship, being a good teammate, 
fairness and respect, and having fun (McCallister, et al., 2000), which suggests that these 
coaches were claiming to be teaching psychosocial skills. A recent study of more than 
500 high school coaches found that, overwhelmingly, coaches took great happiness from 
the success of their athletes, not necessarily through winning, but through seeing their 
athletes develop in a positive way (Baltzell, McCarthy, LoVerme Akhtar, Hurley, Martin 
& Bowman, 2014). 
Martens & Gould (1978) found that the large sample of coaches that they 
surveyed reported that they had received little to no training for teaching these 
developmental outcomes (which may or may not have been surprising in 1978). Several 
more recent studies support these findings that few volunteer youth sport coaches are 
required to attend any type of coach training and therefore many coaches do not receive 
any coach training (Barcelona & Young, 2010; Fawver, et al., 2020). Barcelona & Young 
(2010) found that fewer than one-quarter of the 327 volunteer youth sport coaches 
surveyed were required to attend any type of coach training. In this same sample of youth 
sport coaches, only 41.5% of the coaches stated that their overseeing agency (i.e. 
municipal recreation departments) even offered a non-mandatory coach training program 




only have low rates of attendance at coach training programs, but they may not even have 
access to available coach training programs (Gayler, Purdom, Rogers, & Sebastian, 
2012).  
Research on Youth Coach Education 
Many of the volunteer youth sport coach studies utilize self-report methods in 
collecting data, which is problematic because there could be a misalignment between 
what the coaches report important to them and what their actual coaching behavior 
emphasizes or implies is important to them (Griffo, et al., 2019). McCallister and 
colleagues (2000) found that coaches reported that they intentionally teach psychosocial 
development to their athletes within the sport context, yet when they were asked how 
they do so, the coaches had trouble articulating the behaviors they carried out to impart 
this psychosocial development. One of the possibilities discussed by McCallister, et al. 
(2000) for this difficulty of putting the values into practice could be a lack of coach 
training, specifically training on how to teach psychosocial skills within the sporting 
context. They also discussed several other possibilities that could explain the coaches’ 
difficulty articulating the alignment of their reported coaching values and their reported 
behaviors. These possibilities included that coaches may not have had to state explicitly 
their specific behaviors related to psychosocial outcomes (and thus do not have good 
language to describe their behavior); that coaches have learned their behavior implicitly 
through years of sporting experience and therefore it is difficult to articulate those 
procedures (much like how it is difficult to describe the behavior of learning how to ride 




to put their philosophies into practice in coaching (i.e. they “talk the talk”, but do not 
“walk the walk”); and that the professionalized model of youth sport may be influencing 
coaches to emphasize winning more than certain psychosocial values (McCallister, et al., 
2000).  
Cushion, Armour & Jones (2003) posit that this misalignment between coaches’ 
ability to talk about psychosocial development and coaches’ ability to carry out (or 
simply describe) the behaviors that convey psychosocial development is a result of the 
theoretical nature of positive youth development (and its lofty goals) not aligning with 
the reality of coaching youth athletes. Jones & Wallace (2005) argue that the goals of 
increasing self-esteem or increasing life skills of youth sport participants are 
unmeasurable in practice, leaving the fulfillment of such goals to be measured only by 
the relative success of that coach’s athletes. This misalignment leaves an inherent gap 
between the goals that motivate coaches to coach and the coaches’ capacity to achieve 
these goals in practice (Vella, Oades, &Crowe, 2013).  
While there are various reasons why volunteer youth sport coaches may not act in 
a way that aligns with the development of positive psychosocial outcomes, that is not the 
focus of the current study. Regardless of coaches’ underlying motivation, the MAC-RGR 
focuses on developing coaches’ awareness and use of empirically-supported behaviors 
that have been demonstrated to foster positive psychosocial development, particularly 
behaviors featured in the MAC training (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; see Chapter 3 
for more on these behaviors), and need-supportive behaviors (aligned with self-




2017; Su & Reeve, 2011). Previous research has shown that teachers and coaches’ 
adoption and implementation of these behaviors can be increased through interventions 
and professional development programs with teachers (Aelterman, Vansteenkiste, Van 
den Berghe, De Meyer, & Haerens, 2014; Cheon, Reeve, Lee, & Lee, 2018; Cheon, 
Reeve, & Ntoumanis, 2018; Reynders, et al., 2019), as well as through coach education 
and coach development programs with sport coaches (Adie, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 2012; 
Berntsen & Kristiansen, 2019a; Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Falcão, Bloom and Gilbert, 
2012; Readdy & Raabe, 2016). 
Theoretical Underpinnings of the Current Research 
There are a number of different possible theoretical models that describe coaching 
effectiveness, which could be used to build a coach development program. Côté and 
Gilbert (2009) defined ‘coaching effectiveness’ as “the consistent application of 
integrated professional, interpersonal, and intrapersonal knowledge to improve athletes’ 
competence, confidence, connection, and character” (p. 316). The current study uses a 
qualitative approach to explore the Mastery Approach to Coaching — Revised for Get 
Ready (MAC-RGR), and while not directly examining coach effectiveness, this research 
was shaped by three particular theoretical models of coaching effectiveness — (1) the 
working model of coaching effectiveness (Horn, 2008); (2) the mediational model of 
coach-athlete interactions (Smith & Smoll, 2011); and (3) the motivational model of the 
coach-athlete relationship (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). Additionally, the development 
and implementation of the MAC-RGR drew heavily from self-determination theory, a 




coaching for professional development in the field of education (Knight, 2007; 2018). 
Utilizing information from these three conceptual models of coaching behavior (as well 
as the principles laid out by self-determination theory, and those central to instructional 
coaching), this study attempted to explore an overlapping element within all three models 
— coach behavior — with the goal of better understanding how the MAC-RGR might 
help to train coaches’ need-supportive behaviors, which research demonstrates (and as 
laid out in these three theoretical models) leads to positive outcomes, such as 
improvements in athletes’ motivation. Each of these five theoretical underpinnings of the 
current research are outlined in the following sections. 
Working Model of Coaching Effectiveness 
The working model of coaching effectiveness framework (Horn, 2008) provides a 
comprehensive working model that specifies an outline of the antecedent factors that 
affect or determine the coach’s behavior as well as the way in which the coach’s behavior 
can affect the performance and psychosocial growth and development of the athletes. 
This working model incorporates elements of theoretical models from the developmental 
and social-cognitive literatures (e.g. self-determination theory, achievement goal theory) 
that attempt to describe the processes by which children, adolescents, and young adults 
form self-perceptions, social perceptions, and motivational orientations.  
Although the working model depicted below may initially appear complex, three 
major points can summarize it. First, consistent with previous models of leadership 
effectiveness, this working model, as designed, emphasizes that coaches’ behaviors in 




antecedent factors lead up to, or explain, the types of behaviors that coaches exhibit in 
sport settings (Horn, 2008).  
Secondly, this working model put forth by Horn (2008) emphasizes that coaches’ 
behavior in practices and games exerts not only a direct effect on the athletes’ 
performance and behavior, but also an indirect effect. Specifically, this model suggests 
that the meaning that athletes attach to the coaches’ behavior mediates the indirect effects 
of the coaches’ behavior on athletes’ performance and behavior (in alignment with the 
theoretical model put forth by Smoll and Smith (1989; 2011). Ultimately, this accentuates 
the point that athletes’ perceptions and interpretations of coaches’ behavior are 
individualized, and these individualized perceptions are what truly affect athletes’ 
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors. (Figure 2.1 below presents the model as depicted in 
Horn, (2008).) 
Figure 2.1 





Finally, the model of Horn (2008) underscores that the effectiveness of different coaching 
behaviors is also mediated by both situational and individual personality factors. In 
particular, the context (e.g. type of sport, competition level), environment, and athlete 
variables (e.g. age, skill, personal background) mediate the link between coaches’ 
behavior and athletes’ perceptions of those behaviors, and athletes’ subsequent behaviors. 
Ultimately, this working model of coaching effectiveness (Horn, 2008) highlights the 
understanding that effective coaching is a function of not only coach factors, but also 
those factors influenced by coach education and training (e.g. coaching philosophy, 
theoretical orientation). Because effective coaching does not happen in a vacuum, it is 
also a function of the environment and context that each coach coaches within, and the 
athletes which they coach. This model of coaching effectiveness helps to provide 
theoretical context for where the MAC-RGR coach training ideally fits within the overall 
coaching context, and how coach education, in general, impacts coaching effectiveness in 
numerous ways.  
The focus of the current research is on the content and delivery method of the 
MAC-RGR training and its impact on coaches’ behavior. The working model of coaching 
effectiveness, along with the mediational model of coach-athlete interactions (Smoll & 
Smith, 2011) and the motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship (Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003), outlines a primary assumption that underlies the current study (and all 
studies of coaching effectiveness) — that “coaches’ behavior can have a significant effect 
on athletes’ performance as well as their psychological or emotional well-being. This 




ultimate goal of any coach training is not simply to train coaches; the goal is to train 
coaches so that they can have a positive impact on the athletes that they coach. While this 
is not a central goal of the current research, it is the underlying goal of all research on 
volunteer youth sport coaches…to improve the sport experience for all youth athletes and 
to ensure that all youth athletes gain developmental skills that will ideally persist beyond 
the athletic realm.  
Mediational Model of Coach-Athlete Interactions 
The mediational model of coach-athlete interactions (Smith & Smoll, 2011; Smoll 
& Smith, 1989) is a cognitive-behavioral theoretical model that is essential to the 
structure of the original MAC training (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007), and of the 
MAC-RGR in the current study. This is a model of adult leadership (i.e. coach) behaviors 
in sport, describing hypothesized relations among situational, cognitive, behavioral, and 
individual difference variables (Smith & Smoll, 2011). The model seeks to explain how 
coaches’ behaviors impact athletes’ thoughts, feelings, and/or behaviors, positively or 
negatively. The basic structure of this linear model is presented in Figure 2.2. below 
(adapted from Smith & Smoll, 2011): 
Figure 2.2 
Basic Linear Structure of Mediational Model (Smith & Smoll, 2011) 
 
This model stipulates that the ultimate effects of a coach’s behaviors are mediated by the 




Essentially, athletes evaluate their sport experiences based on which coaching behavior 
they remember and how they interpreted those behaviors, not necessarily by what they 
coach actually did. In this mediational process, there are also a variety of cognitive-
behavioral factors which impact the athlete’s perception, recall and evaluation of their 
coach and their behavior, and this model hypothesizes the relationship among the 
situational, cognitive, behavioral, and individual variables that impact the coach-athlete 
interactions and relationship (see Figure 2.3 below for a comprehensive visual display of 
the model). 
Figure 2.3 






Self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Ryan 
& Deci, 2017) is a social-cognitive theory of motivation, which attempts to set itself apart 
from other reductionistic motivation theories (i.e. drive reduction theory and 
behaviorism), in that it “acknowledges spontaneous, intrinsically motivated activity and 
pinpoints the factors that enhance or debilitate it” (Ryan & Deci, 2007, p. 1). These 
reductionistic theories, as described by Ryan and Deci (2017), attempt to explain 
behavior through external accounts (meaning not spontaneously driven from within the 
organism). For example, drive reduction theorists claim that humans are motivated by a 
need to reduce certain biological drives (i.e. hunger), but cannot fully explain behavior 
that is not meant to reduce drives. Behaviorism, as presented by theorists such as B.F. 
Skinner, focuses on the way that humans are motivated to act by the potential rewards 
and contingencies of their behavior (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Conversely, SDT seeks to 
understand human motivation and behavior in the absence of biological drives, or 
rewards and contingencies (Ryan & Deci, 2017).  
A fundamental cornerstone of SDT is the human experience of intrinsic 
motivation — “doing an activity for its own sake, for the satisfactions inherent in the 
activity” (Ryan & Deci, 2007, p. 2). Ryan & Deci (2007) go on to define intrinsic 
motivation as “the inherent propensity to actively develop skills, engage challenges, and 
take interest in new activities even in the absence of external prompts or rewards” (Ryan 
& Deci, 2007, p. 2). These researchers also note that when someone is intrinsically 




spontaneous internal condition prompted by the activity” (Ryan & Deci, 2007, p. 3). 
Ryan and Deci (the fundamental theorists of SDT) therefore posit that, in sport, exercise, 
(and coaching), there are not necessarily constant rewards or reinforcements present 
during the experiences of athletic participation. Yet humans are still motivated to 
participate in sport and exercise, and intrinsic motivation (with its spontaneously derived 
motivation in a moment-to-moment sense) seems to be a fitting theoretical underpinning 
for understanding these human behaviors (Ryan & Deci, 2017). Throughout any athletic 
or exercise activity, humans draw motivation from the activity itself — the pleasure, 
excitement, and intensity of the sport in any given moment — and Self-Determination 
Theory (and its explanation of intrinsic motivation) is an appropriate theoretical 
framework for understanding motivation and behavior in these activities (Ryan & Deci, 
2007). 
SDT has been used by researchers to understand motivation in sport, education 
and exercise settings (e.g. understanding how athletes or exercisers might be motivated to 
participate or to withdraw from a given activity) (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2007; Ryan & 
Deci, 2017; Ryan, Williams, Patrick & Deci, 2009). SDT can be more easily understood 
by examining its three sub-theories — cognitive-evaluation theory, organismic 
integration theory, and basic needs theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017). SDT affirms that in 
order to understand human motivation it is necessary to consider human beings three 
basic psychological needs (i.e. competence, autonomy, relatedness). SDT states that 
humans are actively oriented towards self-actualization and personal growth through the 




SDT proposes that motivation can be measured on a continuum from amotivation 
to purely intrinsic motivation (see Figure 2.4). In between these two end points on the 
continuum are four types of extrinsic motivation, which differ based on the degree of 
internalized autonomy and one’s perceived locus of control (McLean, Mallett, & 
Newcombe, 2012; Pelletier, et al., 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2017). The SDT continuum starts 
with amotivation. Next are the first two types of extrinsic motivation, which are external 
regulation and introjected regulation. These are both characterized by an external locus of 
control, meaning that one is taking part in an activity because he/she feels compelled by a 
force outside of his/her control. The next two types of extrinsic motivation are identified 
regulation and integrated regulation, which are characterized by an internal locus of 
control. In these two types of motivation, the person understands and integrates the value 
of an activity into their own self-identity, and they feel that they are in control of taking 
part in the activity, while they still might be participating for some external reason as 
well. The final end of the SDT continuum is intrinsic motivation, which is characterized 
by participating in an activity out of free choice on the part of the participant, and 
participating for one’s enjoyment of the activity (McLean, Mallett, & Newcombe, 2012; 





Figure 2.4  
Schematic representation of self-determination theory (figure taken directly from Ryan & 
Deci, 2007, p. 8) 
 
SDT has been used by researchers to understand motivation in sport, education and 
exercise settings (e.g. understanding how athletes or exercisers might be motivated to 
participate or to withdraw from a given activity) (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2007; Ryan & 
Deci, 2017; Ryan, Williams, Patrick & Deci, 2009). In the context of the current study, 
SDT, and two of its component sub-theories — basic needs theory and cognitive-
evaluation theory — are an essential part of the MAC-RGR training. The MAC-RGR 
training was revised from the original MAC to add elements that will hopefully increase 





The Motivational Model of the Coach-Athlete Relationship 
The motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship put forth by Mageau and 
Vallerand (2003) (see Figure 2.5 below) outlines a sport-specific model of the coach-
athlete relationship, consistent with self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan 
& Deci, 2017), its cognitive evaluation sub-theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000), and the 
hierarchical model of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation (Vallerand, 1997). This model 
was devised to lay out how coaches might influence their athletes’ intrinsic motivation 
and self-determined (i.e. autonomous) extrinsic motivation (Mageau & Vallerand, 2003), 
beyond the simple dichotomy of controlling versus autonomy-supportive behaviors that 
previous models focused on. The model is heavily reliant on the autonomy-supportive 
behaviors that coaches use to impact athletes’ motivation, given the importance of 
building effective coach-athlete relationships, as the quality of this relationship is an 
important determinant of athletes’ satisfaction, motivation, and subsequent performance 






The motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship  
 
Note. This depiction is adapted from Mageau & Vallerand (2003). In that manuscript, it 
appears as Fig. 1. 
 
The motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship proposes,  
“a motivational sequence where coaches’ personal orientation towards coaching, 
the context within which they operate, and their perceptions of their athletes’ 
behavior and motivation influence their coaching behaviors. In turn, coaches’ 
behaviors in the form of autonomy-supportive behaviors, provision of structure 
and involvement have a beneficial impact on athletes’ needs for autonomy, 
competence and relatedness. Finally, the satisfaction of these three psychological 
needs determines athletes’ intrinsic and self-determined extrinsic motivation” 





Subsequently, this element of Mageau & Vallerand’s model, the coaching environment 
featuring this trio of coach behavioral characteristics — autonomy support, interpersonal 
involvement, appropriate structure — has been termed the “need-supportive coaching 
style” (Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016). 
A fundamental element of the motivational model of the coach-athlete 
relationship are the seven autonomy-supportive behaviors laid out by Mageau and 
Vallerand (2003), based on previous research, which in turn represent the autonomy-
supportive interpersonal coaching style that leads to positive self-determined 
motivational changes in athletes whose coaches demonstrate this style. These seven 
coaching behaviors, as presented by Mageau and Vallerand (2003), are: “(1) provide as 
much choice as possible within specific limits and rules; (2) provide a rationale for tasks, 
limits and rules; (3) inquire about and acknowledge others’ feelings; (4) allow 
opportunities to take initiatives and do independent work; (5) provide non-controlling 
competence feedback; (6) avoid controlling behaviors (i.e. overt control, guilt-inducing 
criticisms, controlling statements and tangible rewards [particularly for interesting tasks]; 
and (7) prevent ego-involvement from taking place” in the athletes they work with (p. 
886). These seven behaviors, along with a brief overview and examples of each, were a 
quintessential part of the MAC-RGR content presented to the coaches. (See Appendix B, 
for the handout presented to coaches during this phase of the MAC-RGR training.) 
 Given the importance of the coach-athlete relationship, and the coaches’ use of 
autonomy-supportive behaviors, for increasing athletes’ intrinsic motivation and self-




provides a theoretical map for the ideal outcomes of the MAC-RGR training. The MAC-
RGR targets coaches’ use of (and knowledge about) autonomy-supportive behaviors, 
with the underlying assumption being that if the MAC-RGR can increase coaches’ use of 
these behaviors, this should lead to positive motivational outcomes (i.e. increased 
intrinsic motivation) in the student-athletes at Get Ready. These student-athlete outcomes 
are not part of the current research study, but their presence (and coaches’ impact on 
them) are essential to the overall goals of conducting and exploring the MAC-RGR 
training.  
Achievement Goal Theory 
Given that the Mastery Approach to Coaching is rooted in achievement goal theory 
(AGT) (Ames, 1992a; Dweck, 1999; Nicholls, 1984, 1989; Duda & Hall, 2001), and that 
AGT has received significant attention in the education, physical activity, and sport 
realms over the past 35 years, a brief overview seems warranted as is presented here. 
Additionally, while the MAC-RGR draws specifically from self-determination theory, 
there is significant empirical and practical overlap with AGT, and many elements of AGT 
underlie the MAC-RGR and its development. Smith & Smoll (2017) describe the 
unparalleled importance of AGT, writing that “no theory has had a greater impact on 
sport psychology over the past two decades than achievement goal theory” (p. 7).  
Achievement goal theory focuses on understanding the function and the meaning 
of goal-directed actions on the basis of how participants define success, and how they 
judge whether they have demonstrated skills or competence (Nicholls, 1984). The two 




achievement perceptions and behavior (Nicholls, 1984; Ames, 1992a; Duda, 2001), and 
(b) the motivational climate created within adult-controlled achievement settings (Ames, 
1992b; Duda & Balaguer, 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2014; Smith, Smoll & Cumming, 2007). 
These two constructs are outlined below, along with a selection of research findings 
related to each.  
Goal Orientations within AGT 
Within achievement settings, individual goal orientations refer to the goals that 
one sets, the behaviors taken in pursuit of those goals, the subjective experiences of those 
goal pursuits, and the criteria that are used to judge one’s success in meeting that goal. 
These orientations “govern the way athletes think about achievement and guide 
subsequent decision-making and action” (Duda & Treasure, 2010, p. 64). These two goal 
perspectives, task-orientation (also called mastery-oriented) and ego-orientation (also 
called performance-oriented), are not polar opposites, but exist as independent 
psychological orientations that co-exist in one’s cognitive processes (i.e. one can be high 
or low, in one or both orientation at the same time, such as high-task and high-ego, high-
task and low-ego, etc.). These orientations fluctuate regularly throughout the course of 
any sport or performance activity, in both training and performance settings, in part based 
on how one processes perceived feedback (e.g. interpersonal, environmental) pertaining 
to performance (Duda & Treasure, 2010; Dweck, 1999; Nicholls, 1984).  
In developing AGT, Nicholls (1984) described these orientations (and their 




To use this approach to predict behavior and thought, one must first specify 
individuals’ goals and predict when a given goal will govern behavior. Here, 
achievement behavior is defined as that behavior in which the goal is to develop 
or demonstrate — to self or to others — high ability2, or to avoid demonstrating 
low ability. This implies that in achievement situations individuals desire success 
to the extent that it indicates high ability and see to avoid failure to the extent that 
it indicates low ability. It is shown that ability can be conceived in two ways. 
First, ability can be judged high or low with reference to the individual's own past 
performance or knowledge [termed task-oriented goals]. In this context, gains in 
mastery indicate competence. Second, ability can be judged as capacity relative to 
that of others [termed ego-oriented goals]. In this context, a gain in mastery alone 
does not indicate high competence. To demonstrate high capacity, one must 
achieve more with equal effort, or use less effort than do others for an equal 
performance. (Nicholls, 1984, p. 328) 
Subsequent research expanded on Nicholls’ conceptualizations of AGT and helped to 
solidify its standing within motivational theories in sport, exercise, and physical activity 
(Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Harwood, Hardy & Swain, 2000; Ntoumanis & Biddle, 1999; 
Roberts, 2001). Duda & Balaguer (2007) encapsulated these expanded definitions in 
sport,  
 
2 In the more recent literature on achievement goal theory, the term “competence” is preferred to 
“ability” (Harwood, Keegan, Smith, & Raine, 2015). However, ability is the term that appears in the 




When an athlete is centered on a task goal (e.g., when a basketball player is 
concerned with increasing his number of rebounds per game), perceptions of 
competence are self-referenced. Meeting the demands of the task, exerting effort, 
and improving one’s skill level occasion a sense of success in this case. If focused 
on an ego goal (e.g., in basketball, attempting to get more rebounds than one’s 
teammates), athletes are concerned with demonstrating superior competence. That 
is, they feel highly competent and successful when they show they are better than 
others (opponents, teammates) or surpass normative standards in the sport (e.g. 
breaking someone else’s record). The experience of personal improvement and 
the exertion of high effort will not result in high perceptions of competence if ego 
goals predominate. Indeed, in this instance, an athlete would feel even more 
capable and successful if she could exhibit outstanding performance without 
having to give her best effort. (Duda & Balaguer, 2007, p. 119) 
Achievement goal frameworks (Dweck, 1999; Nicholls, 1984, 1989) predict that the 
adaptive and empowering features of an emphasis on task goals lead to particular 
motivational processes that help make an athlete’s achievement striving more resilient 
and constructive, regardless of whether the athlete in question perceives his competence 
to be high or low. These positive achievement behaviors (and outcomes), often called 
adaptive achievement patterns, include giving one’s best effort in training, exhibiting 
persistence and resilience in negative circumstances, and selecting optimally challenging 
training activities and opponents (Duda & Balaguer, 2007).  




questions about their level of ability, a maladaptive achievement pattern is predicted. 
These maladaptive patterns include not giving full effort in training and/or competition, 
experiences anxiety and/or performance impairment based on a perceived lack of ability, 
and chooses tasks or competitors that are much too easy (all but guaranteeing success), or 
much too challenging (protecting their self-perception against losing, since it is all but 
guaranteed) (Duda & Balaguer, 2007).  
Generally, a high task orientation is considered important for experiencing 
adaptive, helpful motivational responses in achievement situations. Conversely, a high 
ego orientation might be problematic for many individuals, because their focus would be 
on features over which they have little control, such as performance outcomes (i.e. 
winning and losing) or normative comparisons, which can be particularly impactful for 
those athletes with low perceptions of, or doubts about, their ability (Duda & Nicholls, 
1992; Fry & Moore, 2019; Nicholls, 1989).  
In sports, research has shown that a high task and high ego orientation is a 
particularly adaptive achievement pattern (Duda & Treasure, 2010; Reinboth & Duda, 
2016; Roberts, Treasure, & Conroy, 2007), as it provides athletes with multiple sources 
of subjective success and perceived competence, and allows an athlete to draw on these 
for optimal motivation in a variety of training (e.g. practice, offseason training) and 
performance (e.g. competition, self-referent performance testing) contexts. Athletes who 
are high in both task and ego orientation “have the flexibility of focusing on either task or 
ego goals at different times in their training or competitions to enhance their 




see how an individual could succeed, particularly at the elite level, without having a 
strong ego orientation” (Duda & Treasure, 2010, p. 65).  
However, a recent review of the AGT literature in competitive sport (Lochbaum, 
Cetinkalp, Graham, Wright, & Zazo, 2016) has cast speculation on this idea, elucidating 
the need for further research. The authors of this review found that, “from a practical 
standpoint, the POSQ [Perceptions of Success in Sport Questionnaire] literature would 
suggest endorsement of the ego goal orientation to develop elite athletes, whereas the 
TEOSQ [Task and Ego Orientations in Sport Questionnaire] literature would not” 
(Lochbaum, et al., 2016, p. 17).  
There is a significant body of research supporting achievement goal theory 
predictions in sport (see Duda, 2005; Harwood, Keegan, Smith & Raine, 2015; 
Lochbaum, Cetinkalp, Graham, Wright, & Zazo, 2016; Ntoumanis and Biddle, 1999; and 
Roberts, 2012, for reviews). Indeed, a recent review of the literature on AGT in sport 
from 1989 to 2016 included an impressive 260 studies that directly assessed the two 
fundamental goal orientations in the competitive sport domain, an extensive number that 
astounded even the authors of that review (Lochbaum, et al., 2016). These reviews have 
identified that a task orientation is correlated with positive affect, better sportspersonship 
attitudes and moral behaviors, and more adaptive practice strategies. A task orientation 
has also been associated with a strong mental toughness (Beck, Petrie, Harmison, & 
Moore, 2017), and athletes with higher task orientations reported higher self-esteem, 
competence, and enjoyment related to sport (Atkins, Johnson, Force, & Petrie, 2015). 




participation in sport, and a lower likelihood of withdrawal (Balish, et al., 2014; Gardner, 
Vella, & Magee, 2017), possibly because these athletes subscribe to the task-oriented 
belief that they can change their ability (and perceptions of competence) through hard 
work and effort.  
Further, Duda and Nicholls (1992) found support for individuals’ goal 
orientations generalizing across contexts (i.e., sport and school), suggesting that goal 
orientations, to some degree, represent individuals’ worldviews. This global aspect of 
goal orientations has been subsequently been replicated (Roberts, et al., 2007). Dweck 
(1999) found that when young people develop an incremental mindset (i.e. task-oriented; 
later called a growth mindset; Dweck, 2006) in which the focus is on self-improvement, 
compared to a fixed mindset (i.e. ego-oriented) in which the focus is on having (or not 
having) certain abilities, these young people stay more motivated and achievement-
oriented, particularly on difficult tasks. Thus, with an incremental (i.e. task-oriented) 
mindset, children are more likely to want to stay involved in youth sport (and follow 
through on that) than if they have a fixed mindset (Gardner, Vella, & Magee, 2016).  
In contrast, an ego goal orientation tends to be associated with more maladaptive 
outcomes (Duda, 2005). Predominance of an ego orientation in athletes has been 
associated with greater feelings of worry, task-specific performance anxiety, inconsistent 
effort, reduced persistence or withdrawal in the face of failure, a preoccupation with 
unrealistic goals and perfectionism, increased doubts in one’s ability, and increased 
symptoms of burnout (Duda, 2005; Harwood, et al., 2015; Lemyre, Roberts, Treasure, 




Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007). An ego goal emphasis has also been associated 
unsportspersonlike attitudes and reported engagement in aggressive acts, as well as a 
willingness to use deception and/or illegal methods to win (Biddle, Wang, Kavussanu & 
Spray, 2003; Boardley & Kavussanu, 2010; Duda, 2005; Roberts, et al., 2007).  
Additionally, an ego orientation, when combined with low perceptions of one’s 
ability, has a negative effect on achievement striving, effort, subjective vitality, and well-
being (Reinboth & Duda, 2004; Reinboth & Duda, 2016). Ego oriented-goals have also 
been shown to have an undermining effect on performance (Duda & Treasure, 2010; 
Reinboth & Duda, 2016; Cumming, Smith, & Smoll, 2009; Utman, 1997). Finally, ego 
goal orientations have been linked to lower perceptions of enjoyment, and less intention 
to continue sport participation (Gardner, Vella, & Magee, 2017).  
Motivational Climate 
“A mastery motivational climate counters the win-at-all-costs philosophy that is 
all too common in youth sports.” (Smith & Smoll, 2014, p. 360) 
The second fundamental construct of achievement goal theory is the situational context, 
created by some significant other(s) (i.e. coach), which impacts the degree to which an 
individual adopts a task- and/or ego- goal focus in a given activity. Within AGT, this 
context is referred to as the motivational climate (Ames, 1992b; Duda & Balaguer, 
2007). Ames (1992) introduced the term “perceived motivational climate” to capture an 
individual’s view of the social psychological environment, and to highlight that the focus 
is on the perceived context and structure of the environment, which in turn make it more 




(Duda & Treasure, 2010). Ames (1992b) asserted that the individual's subjective 
perception of the motivational environment was the critical factor in predicting 
subsequent psychological and behavioral responses. Ames (1992b) also argued that the 
type of perceived motivational climate that is created by significant adults (e.g., coaches) 
can affect the behavior and performance of an individual within any achievement context. 
With respect to youth sport, these developments led researchers to define two types of 
perceived coach-created motivational climate — (a) an environment that endorses task-
oriented goals, termed the mastery motivational climate; and (b) an environment that 
encourages ego-oriented goals, termed the performance motivational climate (Duda & 
Balaguer, 2007; Harwood, Keegan, Smith, & Raine, 2016; Smith & Smoll, 2014).  
AGT suggests that, when a coach creates an environment that encourages and 
emphasizes effort, improvement, cooperation, and ensures all players have a known, 
important role (Newton, Duda, & Yin, 2000; Smith, Quested, Appleton, & Duda, 2016; 
Smith & Smoll, 2014), the climate is more mastery-oriented (i.e. task-involving). In the 
mastery motivational climate, coaches openly define success in terms of giving maximum 
effort (relative to one’s self), enjoyment of the activity, and personal improvement, and 
they reinforce behavior that aligns with this definition. Coaches also aim to help athletes 
consider mistakes as potential learning experiences and opportunities for improvement, 
and therefore mistakes are not to be punished. 
In contrast, a more performance-oriented (i.e. ego-involving) climate is created 
when the coach routinely punishes mistakes, encourages intra-team and/or inter-team 




(Newton, et al., 2000; Smith, et al., 2016; Smith & Smoll, 2014). In these performance 
motivational climates, coaches define success in social comparison terms, emphasizing 
outperforming others, winning. Those who perform best (regardless of perceived effort) 
get special attention, and are usually reinforced for performing better than others. Poor 
performance and/or mistakes elicit criticism and punishment, and often translates into 
athletes’ anxiety over mistakes and a subsequent fear of failure. In these climates, success 
and competence are often seen as insurmountable, and due to a lack of ability.  
A mastery (task-oriented) environment fosters the belief that effort, which is 
controllable, is the key to sport success, whereas athletes in a performance, ego-oriented 
climate place greater emphasis on ability. A mastery climate promotes greater goal 
persistence and sustained effort, and athletes tend to adopt adaptive achievement 
strategies such as selecting challenging tasks, giving maxi mum effort, persisting in the 
face of setbacks, and taking pride in personal improvement In contrast, a performance 
(ego-oriented) climate promotes social comparison as a basis for success judgments, 
fostering discouragement when a positive outcome is not achieved (Duda & Balaguer, 
2007; Duda & Treasure, 2015; Harwood, et al., 2015; Smith & Smoll, 2017). Finally, in a 
mastery climate, athletes show more positive and prosocial moral attitudes, whereas a 
performance climate is associated with greater willingness to cheat or do whatever is 
necessary to win (Boardley & Kavussanu, 2010; Smith, et al., 2016).  
Notably, behaviors associated with mastery and performance climates are not 
mutually exclusive; rather, they are a matter of emphasis. Most coaches engage in a 




when one’s orientation is likely to shift depending on the meaning and context of the 
game, as well as the outcome. The same is true of athletes’ goal orientations. Therefore, it 
stands to reason that highly successful athletes (who often have an overall mastery 
orientation) are likely to shift into an ego-oriented state during competition, when the 
focus is on winning (Duda & Balaguer, 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2017). 
Consistent with the AGT research on goal orientations in sport, there is a 
significant body of scientific evidence supporting coaches’ endorsement of coach-created 
mastery motivational climates (Duda & Balaguer, 2007; Harwood, et al., 2016; Smith & 
Smoll, 2014; 2017). This research most often aggregates athletes’ perceptions of the 
motivational environment created by their coach(es) to determine the dominant team 
motivational climate (Duda & Balaguer, 2007), but more recent research has utilized 
observational measures as well (Smith, et al., 2016). This research has consistently found 
that perceptions of a coach-created mastery motivational climate are associated with a 
range of adaptive motivational outcomes (Duda & Treasure, 2015; Harwood, et al., 2015; 
Roberts, et al., 2007; Smith, et al., 2016; Smith & Smoll, 2017; Smith, Smoll, & 
Cumming, 2007) including perceived competence, self-esteem, objective performance, 
intrinsic forms of motivational regulation, affective states, practice and competitive 
strategies and moral attitudes, and the experience of flow.  
Task-involved mastery motivational climates have also been linked with 
perceptions of autonomy-support, and both of these coach-initiated environmental 
elements demonstrated a significant direct effect on athletes’ intrinsic motivation, a 




relationship between AGT-aligned motivational climates and principles from self-
determination theory (e.g. autonomy support; intrinsic motivation) has been an important 
recent development in the coaching science literature (Duda, 2013), impacting the 
development of recent coach training programs (Duda, Quested, et al., 2013; Duda, 
Papaioannou, Appleton, Quested, & Krommidas, 2014; Smith & Smoll, 2017), 
particularly influencing the construction of the MAC-RGR used in this study. 
Conversely, athletes’ perceptions of a coach-created performance motivational 
climate are positively associated with extrinsic regulation and amotivation, negative 
affect, maladaptive strategy use, antisocial moral attitudes and perfectionism, and with 
athletes intentions to dropout (and/or subsequent dropout) (Duda, & Treasure, 2015; 
Roberts, et al., 2007; Rottensteiner, Konttinen, & Laasko, 2015; Smith, et al., 2016; 
Smith & Smoll, 2017). The performance climate has been negatively associated with 
positive affect, enjoyment, and feelings of autonomy and relatedness (Duda, 2013; 
Harwood, et al., 2015; Kingston, Wixey, & Morgan, 2020; Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 
2007; 2009).  
Interestingly, given the importance of winning and losing in the sporting context, 
several studies looked at the relationship between motivational climate and win-loss 
records (Breiger, Cumming, Smith, & Smoll, 2015; Cumming, Smoll, Smith, & 
Grossbard, 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2017). In these studies, they found that winning 
percentage was positively related to athletes’ judgments of their coaches’ perceived 
knowledge and teaching ability (Cumming, et al., 2007), as well as the athletes’ attitudes 




motivational climate accounted for far more variance than did winning percentage in 
terms of how much enjoyment athletes derived from playing the sport, how much they 
liked playing for the coach, and their intentions to continue playing for that coach in the 
future. These findings were consistent across several age ranges, and across genders 
(Breiger, et al., 2015; Cumming, et al., 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2017).  
These researchers do note, however, that gender may play some role in how one 
experiences the motivational climate in sport, particularly the experience of playing for a 
coach who endorses a performance (i.e. task-oriented) climate (Breiger, et al., 2015; 
Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2009). While a performance-oriented climate impacted both 
genders negatively in their research, this impact was stronger (and thus, more deleterious) 
for girls than it was for boys, regardless of winning percentage. Yet, for boys whose 
coach endorsed a predominantly performance-oriented climate, certain outcomes (e.g. 
level of enjoyment playing on the team; desire to play again for the coach) were 
positively related to a winning record, but the same was not true for girls (Breiger, et al., 
2015; Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2009; Smith & Smoll, 2017). The authors of these 
studies thus conclude that “it appears that winning within an ego [i.e. performance] 
climate is more important than it is in a mastery climate, but that winning may affect 
different attitudes and aspects of the experience for boys than for girls” (Smith & Smoll, 
2017, p. 8).  
As to be expected, and consistent with the predictions of AGT (Ames, 1992a; 
Duda & Hall, 2001), the research reviewed above shows that mastery and performance 




& Balaguer, 2007; Duda & Treasure, 2015). Over the course of a sport season, youth 
athletes training and competing in a mastery climate exhibit increases in task goal 
orientation and decreases in ego goal orientation, whereas those subjected to a 
performance climate show increases in ego orientation, and decreases (albeit smaller) in 
task orientation (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2009; Smith & Smoll, 2017).  
Overall, these significant findings help to expand our original understanding of 
AGT, as put forth by Nicholls (1989), Ames (1992a), and Dweck (1999) to the current 
model utilized in understanding the motivational process in sports, whereby the initial 
two definitions of competence (Nicholls, 1984; 1989) have been applied at different 
levels of analysis: (a) the state level (goal involvement); (b) the situational/contextual 
level (climate); and (c) the dispositional level (goal orientation).  
This leads to our current understanding of AGT in sport (as described by Duda, 
(2013) and Harwood, et al. (2016)) that athletes' immediate goals for achievement (and 
their subsequent goal-related actions) are determined by the interaction between (a) 
individuals’ proneness towards adopting certain goals (Duda & Hall, 2001); (c) their 
more consistent, global goal orientations (Dweck, 1999; Roberts, et al., 2007); and (b) the 
situational goal climate (i.e. the specific situational and contextual circumstances in 
which the achievement task is defined), determined by significant others and those 
situational factors (e.g. competition vs. training) that athletes find themselves within 




Achievement Goal Theory and the Mastery Approach to Coaching 
Importantly, for understanding the theoretical underpinnings of the MAC (and 
thus the MAC-RGR), the understanding of the motivational processes, as put forth in 
AGT, aligns with the mediational model of coach-athlete interactions (Smith & Smoll, 
2011; described above), which helps to place the role of coach development programs 
into the broader picture of healthy, positive youth development through sports.  
As the mediational model predicts, “athlete’s reactions to coaching behaviors are 
influenced by both athlete and situational characteristics…and as the mediational model 
emphasizes, it is the athlete’s perceptions of the climate that mediate the effects of coach 
behaviors on outcome variables” (Smith & Smoll, 2017, p. 9). Most of the research cited 
here is based on athlete’s perceptions of the motivational climate, but the goals of coach 
development programs, like the MAC-RGR, are not to directly influence athlete 
perceptions. Instead, the aim is to educate coaches effectively about those behaviors that 
foster a healthy and adaptive mastery motivational climate, encouraging and supporting 
them to put those behaviors into practice. Once this process is set into motion, we rely on 
the empirical results of AGT (as described here), and the practical applications of these 
models to achieve the desired outcomes in the athletes. The foundations of ADT and SDT 
are strong and reliable, and so we rely on those for the process of athlete development to 
play out.  
 Ultimately, our current understanding of AGT helps to elucidate one essential 
point to the development of the MAC-RGR — athletes’ goals and behaviors are greatly 




the coach. If, as a society, we hope to encourage adaptive cognitions, affect, and 
behaviors in youth athletes, that ideally transfer to other settings (e.g. school, social 
relationships), the environment created by the coach is fundamental to this process. And 
the impact of coaches (and other adults) cannot be emphasized enough. Yet, what are we 
doing to help these coaches succeed at creating an optimal environment for young 
athletes? The reality is…not enough. 
Coach Education as Professional Development 
While numerous coach education programs have demonstrated the significant 
positive impact on coaches and, subsequently on their athletes, (Fawver, et al., 2020; 
Lefebvre, et al., 2017; Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Sullivan, Paquette, Holt & 
Bloom, 2012; Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010), coach education does come with its 
fair share of pitfalls. Among them, coach education programs have been described as 
ineffective, top-down indoctrinations of the ‘right’ way to coach, as well as being 
disconnected from actual coaching practices and failing to account for coaches’ existing 
knowledge coming into the training (Camiré & Santos, 2019; Côté, 2006; Cushion, 
Armour, & Jones, 2003; Cushion, et al., 2010; Nelson, Cushion, & Potrac, 2006; Paquette 
& Trudel, 2018; Piggott, 2012; Stoskowski & Collins, 2015). Many coach education 
programs operate under the false assumption that “coaches are ‘empty vessels’ waiting to 
be filled with technical, tactical and bio-scientific information” (Piggott, 2012, p. 2). In 
overviewing some of the criticisms of coach education programs, Erickson, Bruner, 




complaints of formal coach education courses include a lack of interaction 
between coaches and an inability to transcribe the complexity of coaching into a 
brief course of coaching science. In fact, some previous work has suggested that 
such formal coach education courses are of little importance in the development 
of coaching knowledge and expertise. (p. 528) 
Likewise, Stewart Vella, Trevor Crowe, and Lindsay Oades perhaps put it most bluntly in 
two related articles that they published together in 2013. In one article, they described 
coach education as often being “low-impact endeavors that decontextualize learning and 
leave coaches unprepared for the complex reality of coaching practice” (Vella, Crowe, & 
Oades, 2013, p. 418). Subsequently, these researchers expand on their earlier sentiment 
and criticism in stating: 
mainstream coach education programs lack content that is relevant to positive 
youth development, instead maintaining a focus on technical and tactical skills. 
This leaves coaching practitioners ill-equipped to develop consistent and 
meaningful developmental gains for young athletes. It may be for this reason that 
coaches of young athletes see mainstream coach education programs as somewhat 
irrelevant, and therefore are reluctant to engage in further coach education. They 
would be more likely to do so following the inclusion of more relevant topics 
such as communication skills, motivation and building character. (Vella, Oades, 
& Crowe, 2013, p. 526) 
Comparable criticisms have been levied towards similar training and mentorship-related 




Ciarrochi, & Williams, 2011), and in the domain of professional development in 
education (Knight, 2019a). For example, research conducted by Jim Knight and his 
colleagues in the Kansas Coaching Project at The University of Kansas Center for 
Research on Learning (Knight, 2019a) found that: (a) teachers had low expectations of 
professional development and its utility for their classroom teaching; (b) teachers did not 
feel that traditional professional development opportunities did not meet their needs and 
often failed to recognize their expertise; and (c) teachers rarely implemented what they 
learned in workshops (Knight, 1999; 2000). These criticisms are fundamentally some of 
the same critiques that have been attributed to coach education programs as well (Camiré 
& Santos, 2019; Cushion, Armour, & Jones, 2003; Cushion, et al., 2010; Fawver, et al., 
2020; Maclean & Lorimer, 2016; Paquette & Trudel, 2018). 
Given the significant overlap between the fields of teacher professional 
development and coach development (and their relevant criticisms), it is worthwhile 
considering coach development through the lens of professional development in teaching. 
To this point, Cushion, Armour, and Jones (2003) wrote,  
Those responsible for looking at new forms of coach professional development 
could find it useful to draw upon the experiences and findings of researchers in 
the field of education. In particular, those charged with improving and developing 
the professional practice of teachers currently working in schools who develop in-
service training or continuing professional development (CPD). For example, 
continuing professional development (CPD) research has had difficulty in linking 




learning. (p. 222) 
Instructional Coaching 
Looking to the field of education, and specifically teacher professional 
development, there exists a reasonable model for coach development and education. Over 
the past few decades, fueled by educators’ recognition that traditional one-shot 
professional development workshops are ineffective at improving teaching practices 
(Knight, 2009), a popular approach for addressing these shortcomings in the professional 
development of teachers has been the increased use of instructional coaches with 
teachers. Instructional coaches work collaboratively with teachers to “help them 
incorporate research-based instructional practices into their teaching” (Knight, 2008, p. 
30). Knight (2019a) developed this description of instructional coaches into a working 
definition, whereby “(a) partner with teachers to (b) analyze current reality, (c) set goals, 
(d) identify and explain teaching strategies to hit the goals, and (e) provide support until 
the goals are met” (p. 107). Similarly, a primary goal of training volunteer youth coaches 
is to provide coaches with empirically-based strategies that are associated with positive 
psychosocial growth and development in youth athletes.  
Through this decades-long program of research and implementation, Knight and 
his colleagues developed the field of instructional coaching, including the working 
definition (above) and a model built on a “deceptively simple instructional coaching 
cycle [termed “the impact cycle”]…involving three elements: Identify, Learn, and 
Improve” (Knight, 2019a, p. 107). A fundamental tenet of instructional coaching is that, 




fits-all formula for improvement. Rather, instructional coaches respond to the context in 
which coaching occurs, shaping what they do based on students’ needs, teachers’ 
insights, and other important factors. As such, the approach has been described as 
informed-adaptive” (Knight, 2019a, p. 107). Knight (2019a) goes on to describe the 
practices of adaptive instructional coaches (which had a significant impact on the 
methods used in the MAC-RGR), by writing, 
Adaptive coaches respond to the unique contexts in which coaching occurs. 
Although instructional coaching, as described here, occurs within a framework, 
that framework is not a formula to be strictly followed, but rather a container for 
coaching conversations. Thus, each coaching conversation is individualized to a 
given context. That is, the questions coaches ask, the goals that are set, the 
teaching practices chosen by teachers, the way teachers learn and practice new 
strategies, and the modifications that are made are all unique to the partnership 
between teacher and coach. So, while instructional coaching involves a structure, 
in action it is individualized process, uniquely co-constructed by each coach and 
teacher.” (Knight, 2019a, p. 107) 
There is one other key tenet of successful instructional coaching (which is suitably 
adaptable to sport coaching and development), whereby “coaches take a partnership 
approach to collaboration” (Knight, 2011, p. 18). This partnership approach is built on 
seven partnership principles: (1) equality, (2) choice, (3) voice, (4) reflection, (5) 
dialogue, (6) praxis, and (7) reciprocity (Knight, 2011). These principles provide “a 




teachers” (Knight, 2011, p. 18). (See Knight (2011) for a complete overview and 
discussion of the seven partnership principles.) The description of this coaching 
partnership is worth reiterating here, given its central importance to the MAC-RGR and 
how the current study was carried out. Of the partnership approach, Knight (2019a) 
writes, 
A fundamental tenet of the instructional coaching model is that instructional 
coaches partner with teachers. That is, they see themselves as equals with 
teachers, recognizing that every teacher brings expertise to a coaching 
conversation. As a result, instructional coaches do not tell teachers what to do, but 
at the same time, they do not withhold any expertise they have that might help a 
teacher meet a goal. Instructional coaches share ideas dialogically, balancing 
advocacy (explaining practices) with inquiry (asking questions and listening) in a 
manner that acknowledges that each teacher will likely need to modify practices 
to meet the unique needs of his or her students and to take advantage of his or her 
unique strengths as teachers. When they explain practices, instructional coaches 
are precise but provisional, always recognizing that teachers should and will have 
the last word on how practices are implemented. (Knight, 2019a, p. 107-108) 
Ensuing research conducted by the Kansas Coaching Project, explored teachers’ 
complaints that the approaches used in professional development were an additional 
barrier to implementation. This research found that when professional development was 
conducted utilizing the partnership approach (and its seven principles), teachers were 




learned in the workshops (Knight, 2004; 2007), as compared to previous methods of 
professional development. 
Based on a large-scale review of instructional coaching practices, Cornett & 
Knight (2008) determined that after teachers took part in a one-shot workshop, no more 
than 15% of them could effectively transfer that learning into their teaching practice. 
However, working with an instructional coach led to effective transfer in between 60% 
and 90% of teachers in the studies reviewed. Additionally, they found that coaching 
specifically focused on implementation of new practices leads to actual implementation 
(Cornett & Knight, 2008).  
Individualized coaching has been recognized as a promising alternative to 
traditional models of continuing professional development for teachers (Schachter, 2015). 
In a recent meta-analysis, Kraft, Blazar, and Hogan (2018) looked at the effect of 
instructional coaching on teachers’ instructional practice and student academic 
achievement across 60 studies. They reported effect sizes of 0.49 standard deviations on 
instruction, and 0.18 standard deviations on achievement, when individualized coaching 
was used to help teachers implement and change their habits in the classroom (Kraft, et 
al., 2018). However, they also found that effects were much greater in smaller programs 
(n(teachers) < 100), as opposed to larger programs (n(teachers) > 100). This finding lends 
support to coach education programs like the MAC-RGR, which was designed for 
smaller groups of coaches (n < 20) to maximize the coach educator’s limited time and 





Given that so many coach education programs are delivered as one-shot 
workshops (Lefebvre, et al., 2016; Trudel, Gilbert & Werthner, 2010), it seems a logical 
progression to adopt principles and practices from instructional coaching and apply them 
to sport coach coaching (or coach educating). The aforementioned partnership principles 
can easily be transmitted to the work done by coach educators (and in some cases, such 
as autonomy-supportive and need-supportive interventions, are already being used with 
coaches).  
There is also significant overlap between the principles of instructional coaching 
and basic principles of self-determination theory (and basic needs theory), particularly a 
focus on increasing teacher autonomy (i.e. choice, voice, dialogue, reciprocity) (Knight, 
2019b) and collaboration between coach and teacher relying on a strong working 
relationship, built on essential principles of relatedness (i.e. equality, dialogue, 
reciprocity) (Knight, 2011). The SDT literature has demonstrated significant overlap 
between autonomy-supportive interventions with teachers and with coaches (Occhino, et 
al., 2014; Reynders, Vansteenkiste, Puyenbroeck, Aelterman, De Backer, Delrue, De 
Muynck, Fransen, Haerens, & Vande Broek, 2019; Su & Reeve, 2011). And in a recent 
article specifically discussing the links between teacher autonomy and coaching success, 
Knight (2019b) concludes that “recognizing and honoring teacher autonomy is an 
essential and fundamental part of effective coaching” (p. 14).  
The current study 
 The mantra mentioned above about how life skills must be taught intentionally 




Walker, 2019), sets the foundation for the current study — which purports that youth 
sport coaches have an essential role in developing positive social and emotional 
development for youth athletes. As was spelled out in Chapter 1 and in this chapter, a 
variety of coach education programs exist with the goal of training coaches how to impart 
psychosocial outcomes (for a review of youth coach education programs, see Trudel, 
Gilbert & Werthner, 2010; Fawver, et al., 2020). Yet, the overall effectiveness of these 
programs is inconclusive, largely stemming from the difficulty in conducting well-
executed experimental studies on youth sport coaches and youth sport coach training 
programs in the real world (Trudel, Gilbert & Werthner, 2010; Vella, Oades, & Crowe, 
2012). For this reason, more research is needed to look at the effectiveness of coach 
training programs, and to explore the relationship between coach variables and athlete 
outcomes. 
Findings across several conceptual frameworks — positive youth development 
(Holt, 2016; Holt & Sehn, 2008), life skill development (Gould & Carson, 2008), and 
elite athlete development (Côté, 1999) — indicate that the youth sport coach is 
paramount to creating and promoting positive youth developmental outcomes in sport 
(Bean & Forneris, 2017; Camiré & Kendellen, 2016; Camiré & Santos, 2019; Falcão, 
Bloom, & Gilbert, 2012; Gilbert & Rangeon, 2011; Gould, 2016; Trudel, Gilbert, & 
Werthner, 2010). Additional research on youth sport coaches suggests that many of these 
coaches are not being given appropriate training to empower them to facilitate this 
development (Aspen Institute Project Play, 2019; Ciampolini, et al., 2019; Fawver, et al., 




basic principles — that coaches are vital to the process of producing positive 
developmental outcomes in youth athletes, and that many coaches are not given adequate 
training to be able to do so in the current system. Therefore, the current study looks to 
revise an existing coach training paradigm (the MAC) by tailoring it to a specific setting 
and sample (the MAC-RGR), utilizing several novel pedagogical delivery methods, and 




CHAPTER THREE: CONTEXT 
In Chapter 2, an overview of the current state of volunteer youth coaches and 
coach trainings (also called coach development programs, or CDPs)3 was provided. The 
details around the development of the CDP used in this research, the Mastery Approach 
to Coaching-Revised for Get Ready (MAC-RGR), will be laid out in Chapter 4. The 
MAC-RGR was a revised and updated CDP, built off another coach development 
program, the Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC; Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007). 
The details of these trainings, and the process of revision, are all provided in the next 
chapter (Chapter 4).  
However, before getting into the details of the MAC-RGR, and how it was 
created from the original MAC, it seems appropriate to provide the reader with an 
overview of the unique context and environment that this training and exploration were 
conducted in, the Get Ready Life Fitness program, a sports-based youth development 
program for high school athletes at English High School, a public high school in Boston. 
I will attempt to situate this particular youth development program (Get Ready), and its 
coaches, within the city and school they take place in, and then provide some context that 
will help the reader to understand the development of the MAC-RGR, which was created 
specifically for this program. The MAC-RGR was developed by taking into account my 
own personal knowledge and experience with the Get Ready program, as well as my 
conversations with the administrators of the program. Additionally, the Get Ready 
 
3 For the purposes of this research, the terms “coach training”, “coach education”, and “coach 




program is based in the Teaching Personal and Social Responsibility (TPSR) model 
(Hellison, 2011), and therefore it is intentionally structured to fit the overall TPSR 
paradigm. Get Ready has been in existence at English High School for over a decade, in 
several iterations, and so it has evolved as a program, and has been influenced 
theoretically throughout those iterations by the personal philosophies of the 
administrators of the program, as well as by the current research in coaching and sport 
psychology/counseling science. In particular, Get Ready has been intentionally structured 
to include elements of self-determination (i.e. autonomy-support). All of these existing 
theoretical, practical, and logistical elements were taken into account in the development 
of the MAC-RGR, so it makes reasonable sense to outline these factors here in Chapter 3, 
and to then revisit the development of the MAC-RGR coach training in the following 
chapter.  
In laying out the context of the Get Ready program in some detail, I’ll begin with 
an overview of the context and history of English High School, within the Boston Public 
Schools system, while also presenting some details about the English High demographics 
and culture. The goal is to bestow upon the reader a basic understanding of the school, 
the broad range of individuals that make up the student body, the faculty, and also the Get 
Ready coaches (some of whom are also EHS alumni), and to illuminate some of the many 
challenges that its students, faculty, and administration routinely face.  
I will then (briefly) overview the Get Ready program — its history, structure, and 
some of the underlying theoretical paradigms that have influenced the contents and 




to all that this program has to offer, and how it has evolved over its time, but I will do my 
best to cover those elements that were taken into account when attempting to tailor a 
coach education program, the MAC-RGR, to meet the varying needs of the Get Ready 
coaches (and ultimately, the Get Ready student-athletes that these coaches work with).  
Following this synopsis of the Get Ready program, I will present a few paragraphs 
on each of the coaches who took part in Get Ready, to provide the reader with a brief, 
personalized understanding of his/her background and all that they brought to Get Ready, 
as coaches and as people. Ideally, this will allow the reader to have a sense of the 
coaches’ personal stories and what led them to the summer of 2019, where they would 
coach at Get Ready. The diversity of backgrounds of the coaches at Get Ready, and how 
starkly contrasting they are to one another across a number of variables (i.e. race, 
education and educational attainment, socioeconomic status, etc.), showcase both the 
excitement, and difficulty, of working with such a disparate group of individuals. While 
the stereotype of youth coach is often a white, middle-aged dad, whose child is playing 
that sport, the reality is that the coaches that work with youth athletes are just as wide-
ranging in their backgrounds as the athletes they work with. Through these coaching 
vignettes, I hope to exhibit the fascinating breadth of individuals that were involved in 
the MAC-RGR training sessions. The use of stories in coach education has been extolled 
as a way to “evoke and communicate the lived experiences” of coaches and their 
coaching practice (Douglas & Carless, 2008, p. 33), particularly as opposed to scientific 
and theoretical readings, to engage the reader (or coach) as an active participant (Gilbert, 




MAC-R, in order to create the MAC-RGR, a coach development program specifically 
tailored to the context and individuals in the Get Ready program.  
Ultimately, the aim of this chapter is to provide context to the reader about the 
Get Ready program at English High School in 2019, where the coaches in this study 
coach, and to attempt to paint an in-depth picture of the overall scope of the environment 
that the MAC-RGR was conducted in. I hope to provide insight into the challenges that 
come with designing and tailoring a coach development program to a specific set of 
individual coaches and then trying to carry out and conduct evaluation on those coaches, 
all in an authentic community-based setting, outside of the sterility (and stability) of the 
laboratory. This type of coach education, development, research, and evaluation is 
engaging, valuable, and interesting, while also being complex, demanding, unpredictable, 
and constantly in flux. But as researchers, we ultimately want to move closer to finding 
the truth, and this type of in-the-field research (also referred to as in-situ research) 
ultimately gets us closer to the reality of coaching and coach educating (Cassidy & Rossi, 
2006; Cushion, Griffiths, & Armour, 2019). Through the contents of this chapter, I 
attempt to try to capture some of this reality, complexities and all, and to possibly answer 
some initial questions that the reader might have about what this research looked like, in 
actuality, on the ground.  
English High School 
Walking up to the front of The English High School in the Jamaica Plain 
neighborhood of Boston, it’s hard to ignore the enormity of the place — both physical 




a school with an enrollment of several hundred students, and it also identifies itself 
proudly as “the oldest public high school in the United States”. Based on what I knew 
about English growing up in the Greater Boston area, it was a legendary high school, and 
their sports teams dominated the headlines (by dominating on the field). It’s possible that 
English High’s legacy is one of the reasons that it remains open and viable as an option 
for high school students in the Boston public school system. In Boston, students (and 
their parents) can choose the high school that they want to attend (BPS school choice 
reference guide, 2019; Barnum, 2018; Bulley, 2019), and no one seems to choose 
English; English often chooses them (by default). These students are the ones who don’t 
have a preference (or more likely, whose parents don’t have a preference, or aren’t aware 
that they could have a preference) (Barnum, 2018; Bulley, 2019). Dr. Nancy Hill, a 
developmental psychologist and the Charles Bigelow Professor of Education at the 
Harvard Graduate School of Education, put one of the problems posed by school choice 
this way: “it either puts the onus on parents or it empowered them to select schools” 
(Hill, 2019, p. 38). As it turns out, the difference between burdening parents and 
empowering them often comes down to two central factors — race and socioeconomic 
status — with wealthy and/or white parents empowered, leaving the poorer parents of 
Black, Latinx, and BIPOC students disproportionately bearing the burden (Barnum, 
2018; Fong & Faude, 2018; Hill, 2019).  
 Across town, in the historic Fenway neighborhood of Boston, under the shade of 
centuries-old oak trees, and right under the nose of some of the most-renowned hospitals 




brother. Latin is the first, and therefore oldest, public school in America, no qualifier 
necessary (and thus relegating English to the oldest public high school in America)4. To 
this day, Boston Latin requires an exam to enroll (BPS, 2019), and remains one of the top 
public high schools in Massachusetts, if not the entire United States (MassDOE Report 
Card, 2019; Reiss, 2019). In 2016, The Boston Globe referred to Boston Latin as a “top 
feeder school to Harvard and other prestigious colleges” (Fox & Schworm, 2016, para. 
9), and in 2020, US News & World Report ranked Latin as the top high school in 
Massachusetts, and 37th nationally (US News & World Report National High School 
Rankings, 2020). 
According to the Massachusetts Department of Education’s school profiles and 
annual school report cards (http://reportcards.doe.mass.edu/), 97.6% of students at Boston 
Latin graduate within four years; at English, just 65.3% do. At Latin, 92.5% of students 
go on to any post-secondary institution (91.5% attend a four-year institution, and just 
1.1% attend a two-year institution). At English, just 57.3% go on to any post-secondary 
education (with 25.6% and 31.6% attending four-year and two-year institutions, 
respectively) (MassDOE, 2018a; MassDOE, 2018b). 
Demographically, it would be hard to imagine these two Boston public high 
schools could be more diametrically opposed. In 2018, the most recent year for which 
data is available, 20.6% of Boston Latin students identify as African American/Black or 
 
4 This may seem like a fairly trivial distinction between the two schools, but it is one that is seemingly 
quite important to the identities both schools put forward. English has been a high school since its 
founding in 1821; Latin was founded in 1635, but was not always designated as a high school (it went 
through iterations where it was an eight-year program, and it is now a six-year program, starting in the 
7th grade). Each school’s website (and history) mention being the “first” and “oldest”, but there is a bit 




Hispanic/Latinx; 45.9% identify as white; and 29.1% identify as Asian. At English, 
96.6% of students identify as African American/Black or Hispanic/Latinx; just 1.3% 
identify as white and 1.5% as Asian (MassDOE, 2018a; MassDOE, 2018b). 
Unfortunately, these racial disparities are a problem throughout the Boston Public 
Schools system, and in particular, at its exam schools (of which Boston Latin serves as 
the de facto flagship (Gay, 2019)). As mentioned above, about 1125 white students attend 
Boston Latin, which equates to roughly 46 percent of all seats at the school, and 
translates into “the largest number of white students in any single school in the [BPS] 
system” (Vaznis, 2018, para. 7), while white students only make up roughly 14 percent of 
the school system’s total enrollment. Additionally, the Boston-based organization, 
Lawyers for Civil Rights (LCR), along with the NAACP and the ACLU, collaboratively 
put out a report in 2017, stating that, 
Admissions data from this Spring show that the troubling trend of under-
enrollment of African Americans and Latinx students continues in Boston’s exam 
school, particularly at Boston Latin School (BLS). Despite slight increases in 
incoming classes, the percentages of Black and Latinx 6th and 8th graders invited 
to BLS for next school year are more than two-and-a-half times below their 
district-wide enrollment rates in Boston Public Schools. Schoolwide, African 
American enrollment at BLS is at its lowest rate since desegregation [1974] and 
BLS’ Latinx enrollment rate remains what it was in the 1990s, despite a doubling 
in Latino’s application rate since then. (emphasis in the original, LCR, 2017, p. 1) 




racial discrimination from parents and students (Valencia, 2016), a grassroots effort to 
spread awareness about the hostile racial climate for students of color (Fox & Schworm, 
2016), and the resignation of two administrators, including the headmaster (Clauss, 2016) 
— a months-long federal investigation found that Boston Latin had violated Title IV of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination based on race (among other 
bases), as a results of its (mis)handling of “incidents of racial harassment of BLS students 
and the school’s response to those alleged incidents” (U.S. Attorney’s office, 2016, para. 
2). 
The problem with these disparate demographics is not simply racial diversity, but 
that these stark racial differences come with additional systemic obstacles in the greater 
context of the Boston Public Schools (BPS) system. The city of Boston has a long history 
of racial tension (Lawyers for Civil Rights, 2017; Sutherland, 2012), particularly in its 
schools (Goodman & Rucinski, 2018). And yet, according to The Boston Globe, in 2018 
“nearly 60 percent of the city’s schools meet the definition of being intensely segregated 
— meaning students of color occupy at least 90 percent of the seats. Many of these 
schools are low performing” (Vaznis, 2018, para. 2).  
In 2013, as a way to begin to address some of these educational issues, BPS put 
into place its Home-Based school assignment plan with the goal of increasing racial and 
socioeconomic diversity across the city, expanding the cultural reach outside of 
neighborhood enclaves (BPS Student Assignment Policy, 2019; Feijo, 2018; O’Brien, 
Hill, Contreras, Phillips & Sidoni, 2018). This Home-Based school-choice policy allowed 




their child(ren) attend (utilizing a lottery system, based on a first-come-first-served 
model). Theoretically, this meant that a wealthy white teenager from Beacon Hill, and a 
poor Hispanic teen from Mattapan, could attend school together, learn from (and with) 
one another, which should increase each student’s wealth of experience, and ultimately 
increase the social capital and resources available to all Boston teens (Feijo, 2018; Ruch, 
2012). However, many of these lofty ambitions never came to fruition (Feijo, 2018; Hill, 
2019). In fact, a 2018 report evaluating the BPS school-choice program concluded that 
“the new assignment system failed to counteract the city’s longstanding geographic, 
racial, and socioeconomic disparities, noting that in some ways it further diminished 
geographic and racial integration across the district” (Feijo, 2018, p. 1). And in 2019, The 
Boston Globe wrote about the disparity of school choice, and how it plays out 
disproportionately for many students, by highlighting the bountiful opportunities 
presented to students and families, provided that they are aware of them. In that piece, 
they wrote, 
For those in the know, there’s a pipeline to the best schools, the best 
opportunities, and best resources,” said Matt Cregor, an attorney who has 
advocated for greater equity at BPS. “It’s been said that students at [Boston Latin] 
are not our best and brightest, but our most prepared. That statement is pretty 
reflective of how our system works as a whole. (Gay, 2019, para. 9) 
In 2018, the Boston Area Research Institute (BARI), an “interuniversity collaboration 
between researchers and the city of Boston to catalyze cutting-edge research that is of 




Home-Based school assignment policy in Boston public schools. The researchers cited 
the lack of top-tier schools near predominantly BIPOC neighborhoods in the southern 
part of the city, including South Boston, Roxbury, Dorchester, and Mattapan. Therefore, 
those students had fewer top schools from which to choose, had greater competition for 
seats in those schools, were less likely to attend them, and had to travel longer distances 
when they did attend them (O’Brien, et al., 2018). The BARI team concluded that there 
was a “need for a system that defines access to quality in terms of competition for seats, 
rather than the number of school options” (Feijo, 2018, p. 2).   
 The BARI report also found that the school-choice policy changes led to an 
increase in school racial segregation, which has been associated with measures of school 
quality (O’Brien, et al., 2018). For example, the BARI report notes that “African 
American and Latinx were much less likely to be assigned to high-MCAS schools than 
were white and Asian students.” (O’Brien, et al., 2018). Essentially, school choice 
programs disproportionately benefit white and Asian families, thereby leaving African 
American and Latinx students behind academically (Bulley, 2019; O’Brien, et al., 2018). 
White and Asian families are more likely than Black or Latinx families to select, and 
attend, a higher performing, higher quality school (starting in elementary school). By the 
time these students reach high school, the differences in academic and social outcomes 
are significant (O’Brien, et al., 2018). To sum it up, I go back to the 2019 expose in The 
Boston Globe, where they state,  
That is not to say the best students from non-exam schools can’t beat the odds and 




exam school graduates. Five of the eight exam school valedictorians from 2005 to 
2007 interviewed by the Globe attended Harvard University. By comparison, just 
three of the more than 80 non-exam BPS valedictorians interviewed by the Globe 
attended Ivy League schools, none of them Harvard. (Gay, 2019, para. 14) 
The Boston Latin School and English High School are microcosms of the greater racial 
inequalities that manifest in the Boston public school system. And the demographic 
differences between these schools help to highlight the longstanding racial disparities in 
the quality of public education in the city of Boston (O’Brien, et al., 2018).  
 This all may seem extraneous, but here’s the point — for nearly two centuries, 
Latin and English were two peas in a pod. They were bitter rivals on the sports field, and 
in the classroom. Their annual Thanksgiving Day football game, held at Harvard Stadium 
and dating back to 1887, is the nation’s longest running rivalry in high school football5 
(Verde, 2017). They both served as pillars of the exceptional education provided in the 
Boston Public School system, and they touted famous alumni like Boston Latin graduates 
(and founding fathers) John Adams, Benjamin Franklin, and John Hancock; and English 
High graduates — financier, J.P. Morgan, political activist, Louis Farrakhan, and 
physicist/astronomer and aviation pioneer, Samuel Langley, a director of the Smithsonian 
Institute and namesake of Langley Air Force Base in Virginia. In 1989, the city of Boston 
decided to move English from its centrally-located lush campus in the Fenway on 
Avenue Louis Pasteur (which is directly across the street from Boston Latin, and 
currently houses part of Harvard Medical School), to its current location in Jamaica Plain,  
 




where “instead of asphalt and concrete surroundings, it was now part of a neighborhood 
and community” (EHSA, 2019). Soon thereafter though, English High started to fall 
behind.  
In 2006, as it was faced with being categorized as “chronically underperforming” 
under the federal No Child Left Behind Act, English High began an ambitious effort to 
turn itself around. With a faculty vote, it converted into a Commonwealth Pilot School—
a designation that offers faculty and staff autonomy over the school, but ultimately 
subjects it to increased state supervision. (Mancinelli, 2007; Taber, 2008) According to 
the Jamaica Plain Gazette, “under the Commonwealth Pilot program, English and a 
handful of other underperforming schools across Massachusetts that were in danger of 
state takeover were given two years to turn themselves around.” (Taber, 2009). In 2007, 
Boston Globe writer, Tracy Jan, visited the school and wrote about its attempt to turn 
itself around. Jan started her piece by writing “the English High School, a historic icon 
and once one of Boston’s premier learning institutions, has become one of the city’s 
worst schools. This year, it must improve or face closure.” (Jan, 2007, p. 1). 
 By 2009, English replaced its headmaster in the midst of their pilot school trial, 
and there has been fluctuating stability since that time. (For example, the headmaster 
during the 2019-2020 academic year, is the fifth headmaster since 2008.) English 
continues to be designated as a “struggling” or “underperforming” school (Fox, 2015; 
Larkin, 2017). The school consistently struggles with issues that plague school systems 
nationwide, like graduation rates (roughly 60% of students graduate from English in four 




chronic absenteeism (defined in Massachusetts as “the percentage of student who miss 
more than 10 percent of the school year”). In 2018, 41.9% of students at English dealt 
with chronic absenteeism, as compared to 13.2% statewide, and just 7.6% of students at 
Boston Latin (Mass DOE, 2019a; 2019b). Over the years, there have even been 
rumblings in local newspapers about closing the downtrodden school for good (Jan, 
2007; Taber, 2009). Given all of this information, chronicling the undulant history of 
English High School, if I were to say that English High School can be a turbulent 
atmosphere in which to get an education, that would certainly be an understatement.  
Situating myself as researcher 
As a graduate student at Boston University, my first experience with Get Ready 
(and English High) was volunteering as a coach in the Get Ready program for four years 
in the late 2000s and into the early 2010s (at the time, Get Ready went by a different 
name — Team Support — but, by all accounts, was a similar program to the one that took 
place in the summer of 2019). I returned in July 2019, at the outset of this research 
project. Not much had changed. I drove my car right up onto the sidewalk outside the 
main entrance, through an open gate, and onto the asphalt-paved track that abuts the 
school, just to its south. Driving onto the track might seem bold or arrogant of me, but 
instead, I knew it was the norm; that was just where you parked. And that’s just the way 
things are at English — unique, kind of old, somewhat disorganized, and a bit…askew. 
But within its walls, everyone persists, no matter how difficult. This is the hand that 
English High students (and faculty and staff) were dealt, and so they forge mightily on. 




enter through the main entrance, walking through a metal detector, and past the 
headmaster’s office on my way to the gym, one floor below. However, the main entrance 
is usually locked during the summer, so I made my way around to the side of the 
building, where there are a half dozen cars parked adjacent to the decades-old track, with 
grass creeping up through the cracks in its pavement.  
 I enter through the windowless side door, propped open with a slightly rusty, 
fully-matured, 80-pound cast iron dumbbell. As I walk in, I’m hit by a wave of thick, 
muggy summer air. It’s hot and humid (because it’s the middle of summer!), but more 
than that, it’s dark and poorly ventilated, making the air that much more stale. There isn’t 
a window in sight, unless you count the windows that look down into the gym from up on 
the second floor, outside of the headmaster’s office (which don’t offer much in terms of 
the educational benefits of natural light in the classroom) (Chen, Lau, Blyth, Schiano-
Phan, & Yi-Kai, 2018). But this is precisely where the Get Ready program takes place, 
enduring the given circumstances. 
Hopefully this unfortunate, yet realistic, painting of English High School helps 
put into context the tremendous work that the coaches and student-athletes at Get Ready 
are doing. This is an environment characterized by ongoing struggles with chronic 
absenteeism and low graduation rates, where the odds are often stacked against the 
students.  
And yet, three times a week, in the blue-and-white enclave of the weight room 
and dance studio, several dozen student-athletes and a handful of coach-facilitators, 




work out. But not only do they work out, they teach, they learn, they write, they laugh, 
and they support each other for two hours - trying to put aside the troubles that the 
outside world presents them with, and to focus on getting better. Getting bigger, faster, 
and stronger. But also getting smarter, gaining confidence, and as Coach Hakeem (who 
you will meet shortly) put it during our interview, they are all “just trying to get better at 
life”.  
Student Vignettes  
In addition to the environmental factors at English High School that regularly 
serve as hurdles to the students and coaches of Get Ready, many of these students, on a 
daily basis, carry around considerable baggage, stress, and other demands from their lives 
at home. These stressors do not stop them from making progress in school and in sports, 
but they do present regular challenges, which each student must encounter and deal 
within their own ways. These are, unfortunately, a reality of life for many of these 
students. And being a regular part of their daily lives means that these strains on their 
lives inevitably come with them to Get Ready.  
While there are numerous different anecdotes that illustrate the complexities of 
these students’ lives, below I have chosen to highlight three students’ stories to illustrate 
the lives, outside of Get Ready, of the EHS students participating in Get Ready. The 
following paragraphs contain three short vignettes to illustrate some of the complexities 
that the student-athletes at Get Ready encounter in their daily lives. As a coach working 
with these student-athletes at Get Ready, understanding these types of complexities is 




understand their story, and not simply impose one’s own views and/or assumptions onto 
them. Some of the coaches attended English High School and/or Get Ready previously, 
but many did not. For those that did, given these shared experiences, I believe that the 
student-athletes feel more comfort with some of the coaches because those coaches know 
what it is like to be in a similar position in life, and to have to constantly deal with 
situations similar to these examples. For those coaches who do not have similar lived 
experiences to those of the students at Get Ready, it is all that much more essential to stop 
and listen when the students tell their stories, trying to create connection, and even if you 
cannot relate to their experiences, you can at least begin to try to understand their 
experiences, in their words and their voices. The following vignettes were relayed to me 
directly by the student-athlete featured in that story.  
 The first student-athlete, who attended Get Ready on several occasions, but not 
consistently, brought along his little brother on the first day of the summer session. On 
the several other days that he showered, he again had to bring his eight-year-old brother 
along. After asking him about this, he told me it was because he and his family felt there 
was no other safe place for his little brother to go during the day (Personal conversation, 
Summer 2019). Since he was now the default babysitter for the day, it meant either 
bringing his brother to Get Ready, or skipping Get Ready for the day.  
 There was a second student-athlete, who attended regularly throughout the 2019 
summer, but he would occasionally miss a session. He usually rode his bike to English 
High for summer school, and then remained on campus to participate in Get Ready. In 




family’s house had experienced a fire, and their house was no longer inhabitable (at least 
not yet). His parents and siblings were staying a hotel nearby, but he was staying with his 
cousin in Central Square in Cambridge. He was still biking to English some days (a 
roughly five mile ride each way, which took him between 45–60 minutes), or he was 
taking public transportation, which consisted of at least one bus and two different subway 
lines, and which would take him upwards of 90 minutes some days. Either option meant 
he had to leave between 6:30–7am in order to arrive at English on time for his summer 
school classes. (According to this student, the school discourages tardiness, but during 
the summer school sessions, it was particularly discouraged, and he relayed that the 
penalties for tardiness were more harsh during the summer. This indicated that he felt 
particularly worried about being late for his classes during the summer, even though his 
commute was now significantly longer, and more unpredictable.) (Personal conversation, 
Summer 2019) 
 Finally, a third student-athlete, who attended Get Ready inconsistently throughout 
the summer, showed up late one day. In getting him settled, and having a brief 
conversation with him to get him up to speed, he revealed that he and his brother had just 
been in a car accident. He had walked the remaining mile or so to English, in the summer 
heat, and that caused his delay and subsequent tardiness to the program. This student also 
then had to leave early that day, because his brother called to ask him to be a witness on 
the police report that he was filing related to the accident. This student showed up late 
and left early, but most importantly, he showed up. It is these anecdotes, and many 




regularly deal with, and the promising amount of persistence they demonstrate to meet 
their various commitments throughout the day. (Personal conversation, Summer 2019) 
The Get Ready Program: An Overview 
The Get Ready Life Fitness program (or simply Get Ready, as it is referred to by 
those involved with the program) is primarily overseen and carried out by Dr. John 
McCarthy and the Institute for Athletic Coach Education at Boston University’s 
Wheelock College of Education & Human Development (of which Dr. McCarthy is the 
director), as well as BU graduate students and others affiliated with the Institute. Get 
Ready is conducted in collaboration with Boston Public Schools and the English High 
School administration, faculty, and staff. Get Ready’s inception came about in 2007, 
when the then-mayor of Boston, Thomas Menino, had put forth a charge to local colleges 
and universities to become more engaged with the city, at large, and in particular, to try 
to get more involved with the city’s 125 public schools (Barlow, 2017).  
The Get Ready program, now in its 13th year of existence, is a life fitness youth 
development program, where students take part in basic strength and conditioning 
activities that are presented as part of a larger framework, based on the TPSR model 
(Hellison, 2011). Get Ready is a university-community collaboration implemented by 
students, faculty, and affiliates (e.g. former students, future students, etc.) of the 
Wheelock College of Education & Human Development at Boston University, and is 
conducted with students at the English High School in the Jamaica Plain neighborhood of 




administered and overseen to this day, by Dr. John McCarthy6, a clinical professor in the 
Department of Applied Human Development at Boston University and the director of the 
Institute for Athletic Coach Education. In addition to Dr. McCarthy, Dr. Val Altieri, a 
post-doctoral research assistant (and former doctoral student under Professor McCarthy), 
has been with Get Ready since the beginning and helps to oversee its operation. Both 
McCarthy and Altieri7 have been involved with Get Ready since its inception in 2007, 
and have been integral to the existence of the program, and all its components — its 
creation, administration, assessment, and evaluation, as well as numerous logistical issues 
and the constant balancing of various key stakeholders at both EHS and BU — and 
continue to do so going forward. 
 Over its lifespan, Get Ready has gone through a number of different iterations (in 
terms of meeting days, times, locations, varying levels of input and involvement from 
EHS faculty, staff, and administrators, etc.). During the summer of 2019, Get Ready met 
three days a week over the duration of eight weeks during July and August. For the 
purposes of this research, I will discuss this Summer 2019 program and its parameters, as 
this is when the MAC-RGR coach development program was implemented, and the data 
collected refer only to the Summer 2019 iteration of Get Ready.  
The Get Ready Life Fitness program serves as a basic introduction to strength and 
conditioning for the student-athletes who participate. It also aims to provide them with 
 
6 As a matter of full disclosure, it should be noted that Dr. McCarthy serves as my doctoral advisor, 
and the chair (and first reader) on my dissertation committee. He has served as a mentor and guide 
throughout my graduate studies. 
7 Throughout this paper, whenever I refer to the Get Ready administrators, I am referring to Dr. 
McCarthy and/or Dr. Altieri. If necessary, I will specify who I am referring to, but otherwise, 




experiences that promote, and allow them to practice, personal and social responsibility. 
The personal and social responsibility values are embedded in the structure of the 
program, from the initial daily activities (e.g. the warm-up, the workout card, the three-
point line), during the physical activity/strength and conditioning activities, and into the 
activities that conclude each day’s programming (e.g. the circle up). In each portion of 
the Get Ready daily program, the goal is to provide the student-athletes with knowledge 
about proper strength and conditioning practices while also providing opportunities for 
building self-awareness and self-reflection related to the values outlined in the TPSR 
framework. Don Hellison, an educator and professor at the University of Illinois at 
Chicago, and the creator of the TPSR framework, organized these values into what he 
called the levels of responsibility: (1) respecting the rights and feelings of others, (2) 
effort and cooperation, (3) self-direction, (4) helping others and leadership, and (5) 
transfer (of levels 1 through 4) outside of the gym (Hellison, 2011). The designers of the 
Get Ready program created a program and structure, guided by the values outlined by 
Hellison, that would fit the specific needs, goals, and population of the EHS student-
athletes, the Get Ready coaches, the BU graduate students, and other collaborators. (For a 
detailed overview of the Get Ready program and its daily structure, see McCarthy, Ettl 
Rodríguez, & Altieri, 2018.) 
During a typical Get Ready session, the student-athletes partake in several 
intentionally-structured elements, with the broad goal of “life skill development”, and the 
more specific goal of learning and applying five “responsibilities and skills” (the terms 




Rodríguez & Altieri, 2018) to fit the Get Ready program and its parameters. Specifically, 
these five responsibilities and skills (identified here using the term employed at Get 
Ready) are: (1) respect, (2) effort, (3) self-coaching, (4) coaching, and (5) take-aways 
(McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez & Altieri, 2018). 
 A variety of physical activities, including strength & conditioning exercises, 
Olympic lifting (e.g. cleans and squats), yoga, dynamic plyometrics, and a variety of 
cardiovascular activities. As these activities take place, the coaches provide support to the 
student-athletes about their physical form as well as attempting to impart “life skills” and 
psych-social-emotional knowledge, using the Teaching Personal & Social Responsibility 
(TPSR) model (Hellison, 2003). The goal of each session is to focus specifically on one 
of the five goals of TPSR — respect, effort, self-direction (“self-coaching”), caring and 
leadership (“coaching”), and transfer outside the physical activity setting (Hellison, 2003, 
2008, 2011). Specifically, the BU graduate student advisors and program administrators 
focus on four themes, as defined in the TPSR framework (Hellison, 2011). These four 
themes are empowerment, student-teacher relationship, integration, and transfer.  The Get 
Ready program strives to empower the EHS student-athletes, through the student-advisor 
relationships, and by integrating the life skills into each day’s physical activity, with the 
ultimate goal of teaching the EHS student-athletes how to transfer these life skills from 
the gym into their personal and academic lives.  
The Get Ready program was intentionally designed to meet the needs of the EHS 
student-athletes, as well as the BU graduate students (who typically make up the majority 




students, the program was also intentionally designed — to provide them with “an 
important situated-learning opportunity while also involving them in community 
outreach” (McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & Altieri, 2018, p. 38). The Get Ready program 
draws graduate students primarily from either the counseling psychology graduate 
program or students specializing in coaching pedagogy with the physical education, 
health, and coaching graduate program.  
Theoretical Influences of Get Ready 
When the Get Ready program was first developed (and as it has been modified 
over time), the needs, experiences, and backgrounds of both the aforementioned 
populations — graduate students who serve as coaches, and high school student who are 
the participants — were taken into account. In order to accommodate these needs, there 
are several additional theoretical frameworks and models that influence the structure of 
Get Ready. In particular, elements of Get Ready were guided, at least in part, by two 
theories of motivation — self-determination theory (in particular two of its subtheories: 
basic needs theory and cognitive evaluation theory) (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991; Ryan & 
Deci, 2000), achievement goal theory (Ames, 1992; Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Nicholls, 
1989; Treasure & Roberts, 1995) — as well as other pedagogical tools (Bransford, 
Brown, & Cocking, 2003) and counseling psychology skills (Danish; Petitpas and 
Tinsley, 2014). These theoretical influences are not necessarily spelled out to the 
graduate student-coaches, other volunteer coaches, or the EHS students, so one element 
of the MAC-RGR training was transparency with the coaches about the underlying 




provide a credible, empirically-validated rationale for some elements of the training.  
Self-Determination Theory 
In Chapter 2, an overview of self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci & Ryan, 
2017; Ryan & Deci, 2001) was provided. In this section, some of the theoretical elements 
of SDT that are embedded into the Get Ready program are highlighted. One important 
element of self-determination theory, delineated as a component mini-theory, is basic 
needs theory (BNT), which suggests that to be optimally (intrinsically) motivated, an 
individual’s three basic psychological needs (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) 
should be satisfied (Deci & Ryan, 1985; 2017). Get Ready is structured in a way that 
provides the students with many opportunities to have their basic needs met. A few 
examples of how Get Ready is structured to foster support of each these needs are 
outlined in the next few paragraphs. 
 Autonomy is the psychological need to experience behavior as emanating from 
and as endorsed by the self; it is the inner endorsement of one’s behavior (Deci & Ryan, 
2017; Reeve, 2012). Students and athletes experience autonomy need satisfaction when 
the activities they are partaking in provide opportunities allowing for “an internal locus of 
causality, sense of psychological freedom, and perceived choice over their actions” 
(Reeve, 2012, p. 153). One conceptualization for autonomy that is encouraged at Get 
Ready is for coaches to look for ways to give the students “a choice and a voice” 
(personal communication, John McCarthy).  
For example, at the beginning of each Get Ready session, the students are 




activities they will do that day), and to record them on their workout card, where they 
record the activities they aimed to do, which ones they completed, and provide daily 
reflections. At this time, the students are encouraged to come up with a “responsibility 
plan” for the day (where they choose a specific TPSR-driven responsibility to focus on 
that day), which is also recorded on the workout card (McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & 
Altieri, 2018). In order to facilitate these choices, however, the students are provided with 
some options to choose from, to help guide their decision-making and to help them make 
informed, appropriate choices. An example workout plan is often posted by one of the 
coaches each day, and the students are encouraged to modify that plan to fit their own 
needs. There is also a “workout menu” posted on the wall of the weight room, which lists 
a number of different possible activities to choose from, broken down by muscle group. 
(See Figure 3.1 below, adapted from McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & Altieri (2018) for a 






Get Ready Workout Menu  
 
Note. The workout menu is adapted from McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & Altieri, (2018), 
where it was Figure 5 in that manuscript. 
 
Students are encouraged to seek guidance from coaches and/or fellow students 
when planning out their workout for the day, in alignment with the responsibility level of 





walking with students to look at the workout menu, and guiding them through the process 
of choosing possible exercises to consider.  
Additionally, there is a time at the end of each day’s session, where students 
“circle up”, and which provides additional opportunities for autonomy-support. During 
the circle-up, students sit in a circle and individually write their daily reflections on their 
workout card (featuring a self-rating for how they did on both their workout plan and 
responsibility plan, and with reflective writing prompts like “How did your responsibility 
plan go?” and “What is one idea you can take away from today?”). (See Figure 3.2 
below, adapted from McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & Altieri (2018) for a depiction of both a 





The Get Ready workout card. 
 
Note. On the left is the blank template of the workout card. On the right is an example of how the workout card might look 




After completing individual written reflections, each student shares some 
reflections with the larger group. They are each encouraged to share a “shout-out” (words 
of encouragement and/or thanks to another participant — student or coach — in the 
program) and a “take-away” (something they learned that day). Writing their daily 
reflections helps to create a portfolio for the student to see progress over time, but also 
serves as a primer of sorts for the shout-outs and take-aways, allowing them to reflect on 
the day prior to having the opportunity to share. While every student is encouraged to 
share a shout-out and take-away during the circle up, they are also freely given the choice 
to pass on any given day (and the coaches usually provide a second opportunity at the end 
for anyone who did not share the first time around).  
Finally, after the students are released at the end of each day’s session, coaches 
read student reflections and provide written comments/feedback, as well as “nudges” 
(ideas for next time). These forms of coach feedback serve several purposes, including 
providing rationale and guidance for the student to make their own decisions going 
forward (a key feature of autonomy-supportive coaching and teaching) (Deci, Koestner, 
& Ryan, 1999; Reeve, 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 
Competence is the need to be effective in one’s pursuits and interactions within 
the environment or activity that one is partaking in. It reflects an inherent desire to 
exercise one’s capacities and, in doing so, to seek out and master environmental 
challenges (Deci & Ryan, 2007). There are a number of strategies built into the Get 
Ready framework that provide opportunities for supporting students’ competence needs. 




accurately, so that they can see the progress that they make over the course of the school 
year/summer session. This could be progress in their strength and conditioning pursuits, 
or progress in their psychosocial skills (e.g. increases in effort, self-coaching, or 
coaching). At the very least, the portfolio system used in Get Ready to keep track of each 
student’s workout cards, allows them to look back and reflect on the changes that they 
have made over time (for a complete overview of the portfolio system utilized at Get 
Ready, see McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & Altieri, 2018).  
Relatedness is the need to establish close emotional bonds and secure attachments 
with others. It reflects the desire to be emotionally connected to and interpersonally 
involved in warm, caring, and responsive relationships (Deci & Ryan, 1991; Ryan & 
Deci, 2017). Students experience relatedness need satisfaction to the extent to which they 
relate to others in an authentic, caring, and reciprocal way (Ryan, 1993; Reeve, 2012). 
There are a number of elements built into Get Ready to potentially meet the relatedness 
needs of the students. The coaches are asked to be there before the students arrive, so that 
they are all set to go once the students start arriving. As students filter in, the coaches are 
encouraged to welcome them and to use that time for conversation and rapport-building. 
Among the Get Ready participants, a number of them are Hispanic, and for many 
of these students, Spanish is their first language and/or the language that is spoken at 
home. In order to ease their transition, and to eliminate one possible hurdle for those 
students when integrating themselves into the program, many of the Get Ready materials 
are available in Spanish, as well as in English. In particular, at the beginning of each 




addition to each student’s individual responsibility focus. This group responsibility was 
written daily in Spanish, as well as English. This just serves as another attempt at meeting 
the need of relatedness, where Get Ready is structured to meet the students where they 
are, and to make them as comfortable as possible.  
One final way that Get Ready is structured to help fulfill the students’ need(s) for 
relatedness is during the workout portion of the day. Each student is encouraged to 
complete their strength and conditioning work with another student (or a few students). 
Those students who do not have a partner are encouraged to partner up with another 
partner-less student, and to work together. These informal pairings are a great opportunity 
for students who know each other to build their relationships, through teamwork and 
cooperation, motivating and learning from one another, and simply having relational time 
to converse, learn about one another, and discover commonalities. For the students who 
are randomly paired up, this can sometimes feel like a “forced” opportunity for 
relatedness, but inevitably, the students find common ground and by the end of the day 
are enjoying working with each other. In a number of cases, you will observe the same 
two students who were originally forced into a pairing working out together, as self-
chosen partners, during ensuing Get Ready sessions, demonstrating how fruitful these 
random pairings can become. 
Clearly, Get Ready is intentionally structured around supporting students’ basic 
needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. While the environment is structured to 
be need-supportive (and need-support is an essential element of the MAC-R training), the 




behaviors discussed and encouraged in the MAC-R. While it is not being scientifically 
evaluated in this study, it is hypothesized that encouraging need-supportive behaviors 
(through the MAC-R training), within an intentionally structured need-supportive 
environment (like Get Ready) will make it that much easier for coaches to employ the 
training elements, and for the student-athletes’ needs to be more fully supported. In this 
way, the hope is to create what statisticians call “an interaction effect”, where the 
influence of both factors jointly implemented (i.e. need-supportive behaviors performed 
in a need-supportive environment) is stronger than the cumulative influence of the 
factors, had each factor been implemented on its own (the idea is similar to the cliché, 
supposedly attributed to the philosopher, Aristotle, that “the whole is greater than the sum 
of its parts”). 
Counseling Psychology 
Given that many of the graduate students who typically serve as coaches at Get 
Ready come from a counseling psychology graduate program, it is only reasonable that 
the structure and organization of Get Ready are greatly influenced by skills and 
interventions that come from the field of counseling psychology. Counseling 
psychologists typically have a psychoeducational and developmental focus that 
emphasizes growth and enhancement in normal populations, (although many counseling 
psychology programs might also train individuals to diagnose and treat pathology) 
(Danish, Petitpas, & Hale, 1993). Whereas clinical psychologists have historically 
focused on mental illness and learning disabilities, counseling psychologists have focused 




2014). The emphasis within counseling psychology on “identifying and building on 
individuals’ strengths and adaptive strategies” (Petitpas & Tinsley, 2014, p. 242) has 
clear overlap with some of the stated goals of positive youth development and life skill 
development (e.g. intentionally embedding the teaching of life skills into one’s coaching; 
teaching youth how to transfer of knowledge learned in sports to activities outside of the 
sporting realm; instilling values and encouraging the growth of internal personal assets, 
such as emotional control, self-esteem, and a hard work ethic, through participation in 
sports; utilizing the strengths of all involved stakeholders to provide youth with positive 
experiences; the necessary presence of caring adult mentors; etc.) (Camiré & Santos, 
2018; Gould & Carson, 2008; Gould & Walker, 2019; Holt, 2016; Petitpas, Cornelius, 
Van Raalte, & Jones, 2005), as well as with many elements of the TPSR framework (e.g. 
the importance of a caring adult, empowering youth, providing clear expectations, 
respecting youth individuality, teaching not only sport-specific skills but also how to 
transfer these skills to other domains of one’s life, etc.) (Hellison, 2011).  
 Research emanating from the counseling psychology world has examined the 
premise that sport participation prepares students for adult roles (Petitpas, Cornelius, Van 
Raalte, & Jones, 2005; Petitpas & Tinsley, 2014; Petitpas, Van Raalte, & France, 2017). 
While many coaches, parents, and educators believe that sport teaches young people life 
skills, such as how to: live by certain rules and social customs; work hard to achieve 
goals, win and lose appropriately; and interact with others as part of a team (Bean & 
Forneris, 2017; Coakley, 2011; Merkel, 2013), the efficacy of sport as a vehicle in 




Neely, 2011; Petitpas, Cornelius, Van Raalte, & Jones, 2005). Some researchers have 
even argued that the increased competitive nature of sport and the emphasis on winning 
have a deleterious effect on the psychosocial development of young athletes (Camiré, 
2015; Coakley, 2011; Newman, Magier, Kimiecik, & Burns, 2020; Petitpas & Tinsley, 
2014).  
 Petitpas and Tinsley (2014), in outlining the use of counseling interventions in 
sport psychology, wrote that to “gain access to the sport system, sport and exercise 
psychology consultants must demonstrate a general understanding of the sport 
environment and an appreciation for what athletes go through during practices and 
competitions” (p. 254) and that it is essential that sport psychology consultants ingratiate 
themselves by reading relevant literature, as well as “talking to athletes and coaches, 
assisting with sport teams, becoming involved in sport and exercise themselves as 
participants, and observing the athletes and teams with whom they would like to work. it 
is critical to become familiar with the culture, rules, and language of sport to be 
effective” (Petitpas & Tinsley, 2014, p. 254). 
 These same ideas and conventions are essential for coaches at Get Ready. The Get 
Ready program is a dynamic, diverse system, with a lot of moving pieces and a vast array 
of student experiences to work with. In order to be successful at Get Ready, coaches must 
initially focus on relationship-building, establishing credibility, building rapport, and 
creating a working alliance, as these skills lay the necessary groundwork for working 
with a dynamic, and often vulnerable, population, who may not initially be open to 




Additionally, there are critical issues that counseling psychologists are 
encouraged to be aware of in any work they do, starting with and including one’s own 
existing place and role within the system (and how others might perceive you, as part of 
the system). For example, even though the Get Ready coaches are not teachers at the 
school, the students might see them as such, which can be both beneficial and detrimental 
to the relationship-building phase, particularly depending on how the student-athlete 
views teachers.  
Some other issues that counseling psychologists (and Get Ready coaches) must be 
attuned to are cultural and social awareness and sensitivity, racial differences, possible 
pre-existing notions about “psychologists” or mental health stigma that may or may not 
be associated with the coaches, given what the students know and/or learn about them 
(Petitpas & Tinsley, 2014).  
Additionally, Petitpas and Tinsley (2014) put forth some other basic principles 
that counseling psychologists should consider when working with athletes (and these 
same principles are implicitly and/or explicitly mentioned to the coaches at Get Ready). 
Petitpas and Tinsley (2014) encourage counseling psychologists to focus, first and 
foremost, on relationship-building, and to learn about the students’ experiences (versus 
assuming anything about them, given what a coach may have heard or seemingly known 
prior to their time at Get Ready). Petitpas and Tinsley (2014) also extol the importance of 
appropriately opening up about personal stories and vulnerabilities as a way to foster 
relationships, build rapport, and to develop a working alliance (one characterized by trust 




development (characterized by positive relationships and social connections between 
youth and program staff/coaches) (Gano-Overway, Newton, Magyar, Fry, Kim & 
Guivernau, 2009). Social connectedness, exemplified by the working alliance in 
counseling psychology, and by the caring climate in positive youth development, is 
integral to producing the desired outcomes, by promoting trust and working towards 
common goals (Gano-Overway, et al., 2009; McDonough, Ullrich-French, & McDavid, 
2018; Petitpas & Tinsley, 2014; Smith & Smoll, 2017). 
These primary proficiencies are essential to the work that any good counseling 
psychologist does, particularly with athletes (Petitpas & Tinsley, 2014; Nelson, Cushion, 
Potrac, & Groom, 2014), and they are also features prominently incorporated into the 
structure of the Get Ready program. Finally, a few other elemental features of 
counseling-based interventions with athletes, as described by Petitpas and Tinsley (2014), 
that are noticeable throughout Get Ready are (persistent) encouragement, consistency and 
stability (from the adults and coaches).  
Necessary and Sufficient Conditions for Therapeutic Change  
One could reasonably argue that many of the strategies outlined above are 
essential to counseling psychology itself, as a field, as laid out by one of the earliest 
counseling psychologists, Carl Rogers, whose work laid the foundation for much of 
today’s client-focused therapy and interventions, focused on empowering the client and 
building on their strengths (Nelson, Cushion, Potrac, & Groom, 2014). Rogers (1957) 
wrote that there are three “necessary and sufficient conditions for therapeutic personality 




between the client and therapist, which Rogers eventually refers to as genuineness, or that 
the therapist must be a congruent, genuine, integrated person within the relationship…the 
opposite of a façade, either knowingly or unknowingly” (Rogers, 1957, p. 97). The 
second condition is that “the therapist experiences unconditional positive regard for the 
client” (Rogers, 1957, p. 96). And the final condition is that “the therapist experiences an 
empathic understanding of the client’s internal frame of reference and endeavors to 
communicate this experience to the client” (Rogers, 1957, p. 96). These three conditions 
— genuineness, unconditional positive regard, and empathy — continue to be essential 
for counseling relationships to flourish, well into the twenty-first century.  
 During my years at Get Ready, first as a graduate student/coach/mentor, and most 
recently as coach educator and researcher, I can say that Rogers’ (1957) three essential 
conditions are crucial to successful coaching and outcomes at Get Ready. And when these 
conditions are met successfully, they go a long way towards cultivating the positive 
mentoring relationships that lead to positive developmental change. To illustrate this 
point, I provide just one anecdotal example from my own time as coach at Get Ready. I 
had been coaching at Get Ready for three or four years, and had formed a close working 
relationship with one male student-athlete, who we’ll call James. At this point, I had been 
at Get Ready far longer than I needed to be to receive any class credit, and continued to 
go because I found it intrinsically, and personally, valuable. James and I had, over a 
considerable amount of time, built a good rapport, and coach-athlete relationship within 
the context of Get Ready. However, I remember the specific turning point, when my 





One day we were just chatting before Get Ready got started, and somehow (I’m 
really not sure how) the conversation turned to how much money I made coaching at Get 
Ready. I chuckled a bit, and told James that I did not get paid any money to be there. He 
laughed haughtily, as if this could not be the truth. But I assured him it was. And so, he 
followed up with a question, framed as almost insane to ask — “so why do you come 
here every week, twice a week?” He could not fathom why I would possibly do this, if 
not for monetary benefit. I told him that I did it because I liked it, and I liked getting the 
chance to come hang out with people like him, and to learn from them. And that I had 
learned a lot from him, about his life, about all he’d gone through, and I hoped that I 
would continue to learn more, and maybe one day he would learn something from me 
too. His response was pure astonishment. He got emotional, and said “Wow. That’s cool. 
Thanks.” We then high-fived or fist-bumped or something similar, and went about our 
day. But to this day, probably a decade after the fact, this conversation still stands out to 
me. I did not mean for it to be anything other than telling him the truth. But in that 
moment, I displayed all three of Rogers’ essential conditions — I was genuine and honest 
in my response, I expressed to him that I genuinely enjoyed being there with him and did 
not need to be paid to be there, nor to enjoy it, and I hoped to show empathy in that we 
both had something to gain from the experience, demonstrating that our relationship (and 
he, as a person) had inherent value to me, even if he had not known this previously. From 
that day on, our relationship grew, and we even maintained a relationship for a few years 




While this illustration serves as a solitary example of what I believe to be the 
power of genuineness, unconditional positive regard, and empathy, there are numerous 
other examples throughout the years of Get Ready, where these essential therapeutic 
conditions come up again and again, and where the work being done by countless 
coaches at Get Ready is informed deeply by the core principles of counseling psychology.  
The Get Ready Coaches (and study participants) 
The coaches at Get Ready during the summer of 2019 were a diverse group of 
individuals on a number of typical demographic factors, such as gender, age, race, 
socioeconomic status. These coaches also come from a distinct blend of backgrounds, 
with varying levels of education and experience — experience with the Get Ready 
program, as coaches, in leadership roles, in their educational attainment and academic 
backgrounds. Most do not look like what many people would consider the (stereotypical) 
“typical” youth sport coach (i.e. a middle-aged male, a dad whose child is playing in the 
league, who volunteers because his child is playing, and he will likely be in attendance at 
games anyways) (Aspen Institute, 2019; Leberman & LaVoi, 2011; Wiersma & Sherman, 
2005).  
Coach Demographics 
Seven coaches (three males and four females, Mage = 21.29 years, SD = 2.93) 
completed the interview portion of this study (the criterion for inclusion in the overall 
analysis reported here). The coaches had an average of 1.50 years of coaching experience 
at Get Ready, 2.07 years of overall experience at Get Ready (years of participation in the 




identified as black, two of the coaches self-identified as Hispanic and three of the coaches 
self-identified as white. In terms of highest level of education, four of the coaches have 
attained a high school degree, one has completed a university bachelor’s degree in 
psychology, and two have completed master’s degrees in either counseling and sport 
psychology, or performance psychology. 
Six of the seven coaches played sport through at least varsity high school 
athletics, with one competing in two sports collegiately, and another currently 
considering between competing collegiately and trying to play semi-professionally. The 
one coach who did not play at the varsity high school level was actively involved in her 
school’s U.S. Army Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC) program, 
eventually serving as battalion commander for her unit. (More on her role and its 
relationship to coaching at Get Ready is presented below, in her individual “bio.”) 
 As far as coaching, and/or working with you, four of the seven coaches reported 
having coached in at least one other sport settings, including softball (n = 2), volleyball (n 
= 2),football (n = 1), dance (n = 1), and general “coaching” at a sports camp (n = 3). Six 
of the seven have at least one prior work/volunteer experience with youth, in a variety of 
capacities — camp counselor (n = 4), Big Sister/Big Brother through the Big Brothers 
and Big Sisters of America organization (n = 2), volunteer at a Boys & Girls Club or 
other community center (n = 2), educational non-profit through a school (n = 2), and as a 
preschool teacher (n = 1). 
 In terms of previous coach training experiences, only one coach (n = 1) had 




kids while building life & leadership skills through an in-school program. Similarly, two 
coaches (n = 2) reported previous informal coach training. One (n = 1) during her 
graduate program and some of the outreach she did during that time. And the other coach 
(n = 1), who reported getting some informal training during previous years at Get Ready. 
(To see all of the questions that coaches responded to prior to the interviews, refer to 
Appendix C for the full demographic questionnaire.) 
In this section, I will offer a brief description of each coach, utilizing 
pseudonyms, to provide the reader with a greater understanding of who these coaches are, 
where they come from, and the wealth of experiential knowledge these coaches bring to 
the Get Ready program.  
Coach 1 | Joey 
Joey, an eighteen-year-old Puerto Rican-American, is a senior at English High 
School, coaching in the Get Ready program through SuccessLink, a program run by the 
city of Boston that enlists young adults from 15- to 24-years-old to work at local Boston 
community-based organizations (SuccessLink, 2020). He is an alumnus of the Get Ready 
program, which he took part in during his freshman year at English High, as a 
requirement of the Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (JROTC) program. He has 
since dropped out of the JROTC program, but remains a member of the varsity football 
team. Joey is bilingual, and primarily speaks Spanish at home. Joey comes from a family 
of seven; he is the youngest of five boys. Joey clearly is comfortable socially, and mature 
beyond his age, as he consistently took charge when he needed to, and was not afraid to 




Coach 2 | Robert 
Robert is an eighteen-year-old senior at English High School. Like Joey, he is 
coaching at Get Ready through the city of Boston’s SuccessLink program. Robert, a 
Hispanic-American, had little experience with the Get Ready program, and its student-
athletes, prior to the summer of 2019. He said he “knew a few of ‘em from school”, but 
wasn’t “friends or anything like that” with any of the other people (student-athletes or 
coaches) in the program. He attributed this to his rather shy personality, but also to his 
extreme focus in school — he concentrates greatly on his academic success, and not 
nearly as much on his social relationships with peers at English High. Robert is driven by 
his desire to one day go into either law or law enforcement, and to make a difference 
from within the criminal justice system.  
Coach 3 | Shayna 
Shayna, a Jamaican-American young woman, is an eighteen-year-old senior at 
English High School. Like Joey and Robert, she is coaching at Get Ready through the 
city of Boston’s SuccessLink program. Also, like Joey, Shayna is an alumnus of the Get 
Ready program, which she took part in during her freshman year at English High, as a 
requirement of the JROTC program. During her senior year, Shayna was slated to serve 
as the battalion commander of the JROTC program at EHS, making her the highest- 
ranking cadet (and most senior member) in her battalion. This essentially means that she 
serves as the day-to-day head of the school’s program, or the student in charge of the 
JROTC program at English High. As battalion commander, she is just one of 1,709 




the U.S. Army JROTC official website. (USArmyJROTC.com; accessed January 20, 
2020).  
Given Shayna’s extensive experience with JROTC, as well as her one year of 
experience attending Get Ready (a requirement for first year JROTC students at the time), 
she brought a wealth of leadership experience, supervisory/management skills, and 
confidence, to her role as a Get Ready coach. And while she did not have as extensive an 
athletic resumé as some of the other coaches, her time in JROTC has provided her with 
an abundance of strength and conditioning knowledge for maintaining physical fitness, as 
well as additional knowledge on building resilience, focus, discipline and other key 
variables for mental fitness.  
Shayna endured what can easily be described as a difficult childhood. She grew 
up in a volatile environment, that included emotionally abusive adults, who were addicted 
to alcohol and recreational drugs. These adults were an unstable force and presence in 
Shayna’s life. The exact nature of what Shayna endured was not necessarily revealed, but 
it was clear that this challenging, erratic atmosphere in her upbringing took its toll on her 
(and still does), and some days it was evident during Get Ready, when she was more 
distant and/or unapproachable. Shayna also disclosed that some of her friends and 
romantic interests were involved in dealing drugs, and while this was troubling to her, it 
also seemed fairly routine, given the experiences she relayed to me.  
Shayna was in a unique position at Get Ready, where she was the only female 
coach who was also a peer (at least age-wise) of the student-athletes in the program. This 




of the student-athletes were particularly rude and/or disrespectful towards her, because of 
her age and gender. Shayna’s complicated backstory helps to highlight some of the 
difficulties and challenges that she has overcome (and will likely still face), but that also 
make her the exceptional, wonderful human that she currently is. Influenced by her past, 
Shayna is uniquely self-aware and emotionally attuned, and this translates into an ability 
to relate to other people in a way that benefits her. 
Coach 4 | Hakeem 
Hakeem is a twenty-two-year old English High School alumnus, and he is also a 
former participant in the Get Ready program. Hakeem is an undocumented immigrant, 
who came to Boston from Trinidad & Tobago as a child. He is currently waiting to hear 
back from the federal government about his pending application for a green card. 
(According to what Hakeem told me in conversation, he believes that this process will 
take six to nine months to complete, from start to finish, so he remains in a bit of a 
proverbial holding pattern.) Hakeem was a member of the track & field team for two 
years at English, but his real athletic success came as a wide receiver and quarterback on 
the English High football team. Since graduating, he has done some personal training and 
currently works in construction, mostly as a per diem demolition employee, working on 
jobs north of Boston. Hakeem’s schedule changes week-to-week, and sometimes day-to-
day, and so it is difficult for him to maintain any sense of how stable his income will be 
each week. On the days that he does work, he commutes to the job site with a few other 
men he works with. (Hakeem doesn’t have a car…or a license.) The commute can take 




goes home and showers, and then usually relies on someone else to drive him to Get 
Ready, where he coaches from roughly 3–7pm.  
Hakeem is still in excellent physical shape — his job certainly helps with that — 
but he is also training to try out this fall for a semi-professional football league with a 
team in southern Massachusetts. Needless to say, Hakeem remains in better physical 
conditioning than many of the student-athletes at Get Ready. By virtue of this fact, in 
addition to being a former football standout at English, an immigrant, and a BIPOC, he is 
able to organically establish rapport with many of the student-athletes. 
Coach 5 | Stephanie 
Stephanie, a twenty-four-year old, originally from Connecticut, is a recent 
graduate of the master’s program in performance psychology at the University of Denver 
(CO). Prior to pursuing her master’s degree, she graduated with a bachelor’s degree in 
psychology from Tufts University. She currently works as a non-profit coordinator with 
the Big Brothers/Big Sisters Association of America. Due to her job, Stephanie often 
only came near the end of the day each day, but she came as often as she could, and did 
partake in all of the training sessions (either with group, or separately). Stephanie got 
involved with Get Ready through connections with Dr. McCarthy, so that she could learn 
more about the Get Ready program, as well as to ingratiate and familiarize herself with 
the graduate programs that feed into Get Ready, as she is considering pursuing her 
doctorate in sport psychology or a similar field. Stephanie was often involved in the 
circle-ups at the end of the day, and was always involved in the process of responding, in 




coaches’ debrief at the end of each session. Given Stephanie’s educational background, 
she has a considerable wealth of knowledge about sport psychology, positive youth 
development, and sports-based youth development. This knowledge helped her to catch 
up on things that she missed, and also allowed her to provide feedback about the 
training(s), in the immediate aftermath of the training, or within the few days following 
the training(s).  
Coach 6 | Jen 
Jen, a twenty-five-year old, originally from New York, holds a bachelor’s degree 
from Ithaca College, is a recent graduate of the master’s program in clinical & sport 
psychology from Boston University, and is working towards completing the requirements 
to be a licensed mental health counselor in the state of Massachusetts. She had been 
coaching at Get Ready for the past two school years, in addition to the summers of both 
2018 and 2019. She began coaching in the program as part of fulfilling the requirements 
for her master’s internship, and continued to coach because she both enjoyed it, and is, by 
all accounts, good at it. 
As a graduate of the master’s program in counseling & sport psychology, Jen was 
well-versed in both the theoretical elements of Get Ready (TPSR & SDT), as well as the 
practical and logistical realities of coaching at Get Ready. Of all the coach-facilitators, 
Jen had the most experience with the Get Ready program, but also clearly had the best 
grasp on the underlying theoretical background of the program and how best to 
implement it within the framework at English High School. At one point during the first 




“Yeah, it’s basically been the last two years of my life.”  
During the summer of 2019, in addition to her Get Ready involvement, Jen 
worked at a summer day camp, daily from roughly 7:30am to 2:30pm. She would then 
drive directly to English High for that day’s Get Ready session. This made for many long 
days for Coach Jen, but her enthusiasm never wavered. However, she was certainly one 
coach who had a full plate, and who was considered when thinking about how the 
trainings would impact the coaches’ time commitment, in addition to their other life 
commitments. In the fall of 2019, Jen began working full-time as a community and 
school-based mental health counselor at a local community service organization, as well 
as a group leader with a physical and social development group, all while studying and 
preparing to take her licensure exam to be a licensed mental health counselor in the state 
of Massachusetts.  
In addition to her academic background, coach Jen’s own experiences being 
involved in youth sport surely helped her built trusting relationships with the Get Ready 
students. During her own high school career, Jen was a double sport athlete, excelling in 
both varsity volleyball and softball.  
Coach 7 | Elise 
Elise, a twenty-three-year-old woman from Waltham, Massachusetts, is a recent 
graduate of Haverford College (class of 2018), where she majored in psychology. Elise 
has an impressive personal sport background which helped her build credibility and 
rapport with many of the students at Get Ready. During her high school career, Elise was 




She went on to play both sports at the collegiate level at Haverford where she was one of 
only five players to start all fifty softball games in the 2016 season.  
Elise currently works for a non-profit organization in the city of Boston and 
serves as the program coordinator for Boston Scholar-Athletes at another public high 
school in the city as well, which has quite obviously provided her with a helpful 
background in working with the population of students that make up Get Ready. Her 
abilities to connect and build rapport with the coaches and athletes was evident from 
early on in the summer of 2019. Being closer in age, and also more familiar with the 
current Boston public high school student, Elise seemed to connect quickly and easily 
with many of the athletes, and this was evidenced by how many of them would confide in 
her, or would want to speak directly with her, as they were working through certain 
things. In particular, Elise formed a close relationship with Coach Shayna, who felt she 
could open up to Elise about parts of her life outside of Get Ready that were impacting 
her coaching at Get Ready. On several occasions, Coach Elise and Coach Shayna would 
go for a walk, to talk through some things, and the respect that Shayna felt for Elise was 
clear, as were the benefits for both parties involved in this mentor-mentee relationship.  
*** 
 This chapter has outlined a number of features of the context English High 
School, the Get Ready program (and its theoretical underpinnings), the student-athletes in 
the program, and the coaches who coached at Get Ready during the summer of 2019. 
These serve as a basis of information for the following chapters, and should help to 




development program in this study, the Mastery Approach to Coaching — Revised for 
Get Ready (MAC-RGR), and the adaptations made to the original MAC training to fit 
this specific setting (Chapters 4–6); and (b) the findings, and conclusions drawn, via the 
exploratory research carried out in this study (Chapters 7 & 8). In the following chapter, I 
will lay out the development of the MAC-RGR, its underlying influences, and the 





CHAPTER FOUR: DEVELOPMENT OF THE MAC-RGR TRAINING 
In Chapter 2, an overview of the current state of volunteer youth coaches and 
coach trainings (also called coach development programs, or CDPs) was provided. In 
Chapter 3, background and context for the current study were provided. This context also 
helped to shape the CDP used in the current research, the Mastery Approach to Coaching 
— Revised for Get Ready, which was revised and developed for this specific context and 
coaching population (specifically, the Get Ready Life Fitness program for high school 
students, conducted at the English High School in the Jamaica Plain neighborhood of 
Boston, MA). In this chapter, I will start by briefly outlining the protocol and basic 
findings of two related CDPs: (1) Coach Effectiveness Training (CET) (Smith, Smoll, & 
Curtis, 1979); and the adapted, modernized version of the CET program called (2) the 
Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smith & 
Smoll, 2012). CET was revised to become the MAC, and the MAC served as the 
precursor to the CDP implemented and explored in the current study, the Mastery 
Approach to Coaching-Revised for Get Ready (MAC-RGR). The remainder of the 
chapter will provide an overview of the MAC-RGR — its development, its theoretical 
underpinnings, the adaptations made to the MAC, and the design of the novel delivery 
method employed. This overview process also includes the modifications made to the 
MAC intended to: (a) meet the parameters of the Get Ready program and its coaches, 
where the MAC-RGR training was conducted; and (b) update the MAC-RGR to reflect 
the most current findings and recommendations from the coaching science literature 




2003; Reynders, et al., 2019; Su & Reeve, 2011). 
The MAC-RGR is an updated version of the MAC, consisting of three major revisions:  
(1) targeted changes made to adapt the MAC to the specific population and setting 
of this study (McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & Altieri, 2018);  
(2) elements incorporated from self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017), 
particularly: (a) features of the need-supportive coaching style (Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003; Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016; Readdy, & Raabe, 
2016); (b) elements that promote a mastery motivational climate (Duda, 2013; 
Harwood, Keegan, Smith, & Raine, 2015); and (c) recommendations based on 
existing need-supportive interventions with coaches (Langdon, et al, 2015; 
Reynders, et al., 2019), and teachers (Aelterman, et al., 2018; Su & Reeve, 
2011; Raabe, Schmidt, Carl, & Höner, 2019); and 
(3) adaptation of the delivery method of this CDP, using some of the 
aforementioned principles from self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 
2017) and ideas from instructional coaching in education (Knight, 2007).  
Coach Development Programs in the United States 
There is an abundance of coach development programming in North America and 
Europe, as mentioned in Chapter 2. However, coach development, particularly in youth 
sports, has become a large-scale commercial enterprise in the United States. Beyond the 
programs implemented and overseen by large national governing bodies, such as the ones 
featured in Chapter 2 from USA Hockey and USA Track & Field, there are also a number 




American Sport Education Program (http://www.asep.com/), the National Alliance for 
Youth Sports (which offers the NAYS Coach Training and Membership certification 
program; https://www.nays.org/coaches/training/), and the Positive Coaching Alliance 
(https://www.positivecoach.org/). While their content may not deviate significantly from 
what has been established empirically as producing a positive athletic climate, virtually 
nothing is known about what effects these specific programs actually have on coaches 
and athletes and how well they achieve their objectives. This absence of empirical 
attention is understandable, as the developers of these programs have primarily focused 
on development, marketing, and dissemination of the programs, as opposed to evaluation. 
Furthermore, they may not have the institutional interest, nor the benefit of research 
funding, to conduct appropriate scientific evaluation (Fawver, et al., 2020; Smith & 
Smoll, 2017). For these reasons, there are very few coach development programs in the 
United States that are empirically based and regularly evaluated to the highest academic 
standard.  
It is worth noting that in the past decade or so, there have been significant 
increases in empirically-driven, and scientifically-evaluated, coach development 
programs in Canada, such as the Transformational Coaching Workshop (Turnnidge & 
Cote, 2017) and the Canadian National Coaching Certification Program (Culver, 
Werthner, & Trudel, 2019), which are funded and supported by the Canadian federal 
government (Sport Canada, 2020). Similarly, in several European countries, there are 
large-scale programs that were developed at the behest of federal governments, and as 




agencies, as well as the European Commission, the executive branch of the European 
Union. For example, in Sweden, the Swedish Sports Confederation and Swedish Football 
Association provided volunteer youth coaches with coach education programs (Hertting, 
2019) and in Norway, there is the Motivation Activation Program in Sports, supported by 
the federal government via the Norwegian Olympic and Paralympic Committee and 
Confederation of Sports (Berntsen & Kristiansen, 2018). Finally, the European 
Commission funded and supported the Promoting Adolescent Physical Activity (PAPA) 
Project (http://www.projectpapa.org/), a collaborative effort of researchers and sporting 
leaders in the UK, Norway, Spain, France, and Greece, to develop and implement the 
Empowering CoachingTM training program in those countries (Duda, 2013; Duda & 
Fenton, 2019; Solstad, Larsen, Holsen, Ivarsson, Ronglan, & Ommundsen, 2017).  
The Youth Enrichment in Sports program of research and implementation: Coach 
Effectiveness Training and the Mastery Approach to Coaching 
In the late 1970s, widespread concerns about adult-created problems in youth sports 
prompted the Youth Enrichment in Sports (YESports) program of research and 
application (Smith & Smoll, 2017). At the outset of the YESports program, the 
researchers behind the program wrote that they set out “in an attempt to specify the 
manner in which coaches’ responses affect the attitudes and behaviors of their players. 
On the basis of such data, an experimental training program designed to assist coaches in 
relating more effectively to children has been developed” (Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1978, 
p. 174). The aims of that project, initially carried out in two phases were: (a) to study 




experience (Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1978); and (b) to use the empirical results as the 
basis for an evidence-based intervention for coaches, which became known as Coach 
Effectiveness Training (CET; Smith, Smoll, & Curtis 1979). (For a complete overview of 
this program of research and application/implementation, see Smith & Smoll, 2012; 
Smoll & Smith, 2015).  
 During the 1980s and 1990s, with the proliferation of one theory of motivation, 
achievement goal theory (AGT), in education (Nicholls, 1989; Ames, 1992), and its 
subsequent application to sport contexts (Roberts, 2001), CET was updated in the 2000s 
to include the mastery motivational climate, as described by AGT (Smith & Smoll, 
2017). In 2007, an updated version of the intervention formally introduced content about 
motivational climate, and at this point the intervention was renamed the Mastery 
Approach to Coaching (MAC) (Smith & Smoll, 2017). A brief description of both CET 
and the MAC appears below.8 
Until about 2010, there were very few scientifically-evaluated coach development 
programs (Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010). In the past decade, systematic research of 
coach development programs around the world has increased dramatically, but most of 
these programs of research and evaluation remain outside of the United States (Fawver, et 
al., 2020). One of the only coach development programs systematically evaluated prior to 
 
8 For the purposes of the current study, only the most relevant aspects of CET and the MAC are 
discussed in detail. For example, the MAC includes substantial sections on (a) rules and building team 
culture, and (b) nurturing coach-parent relationships. Sections like these were not included in the 
descriptions presented here, as they are not applicable to the program and context of the current study. 
(For a full review of the CET/MAC, see Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2012; 
2014; 2017. Additionally, a detailed outline of the MAC intervention, including video segments, can 




2010, and to this day, one of the few widely-used coach education programs in the United 
States that has significant empirical backing is the YESports program, featuring the CET 
and then the MAC (Smith & Smoll, 2014; Fawver, et al., 2020). For these reasons, the 
MAC was chosen as the CDP to revise and utilize in the current study.  
Coach Effectiveness Training and the Mastery Approach to Coaching 
Coach Effectiveness Training  
Coach Effectiveness Training (CET) was a cognitive-behavioral intervention 
“specifically designed to train coaches to provide a more positive and socially supportive 
athletic environment for their young athletes” (Smoll & Smith, 2015, p. 359), based on 
the knowledge that coach’s behavior plays a critical role in shaping the experiences of 
that coach’s players (Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1978). CET was a relatively brief (2.5 
hours) workshop designed to promote principles of positive control, to help coaches 
conceptualize winning as giving maximum effort, and to nurture self-awareness and self-
monitoring in coaches (Smith & Smoll, 2015). Additionally, the CET intervention was 
devised “to influence observed and athlete-perceived coaching behaviors, and these 
changes, are thought to mediate other effects of the training on young athletes” (Smith & 
Smoll, 2017, p. 13). The program was derived from basic research on relations between 
observed coaching behaviors, athletes’ perceptions of those behaviors, and the athletes’ 
evaluative reactions to their coaches and sport experience (Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1979; 
Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1978; Smith, Smoll, & Hunt, 1977; Smith, Zane, Smoll, & 
Coppel, 1983). CET (and its successor, the MAC) is one of the few coach training 




particularly using an experimental design by employing a control group (Trudel, Gilbert, 
& Werthner, 2010; Smith & Smoll, 2017).  
The fundamental element of CET is a set of behavioral guidelines for youth 
coaches, developed by the lead researchers (Smith & Smoll, 2002; Smith, Smoll, & 
Curtis, 1978; Smoll, Smith, & Curtis, 1978) after collecting observational data on a 
variety of coaching behaviors and correlating those behaviors with positive athlete 
outcomes (Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1978). These behavioral guidelines were constructed 
to promote positive coaching behaviors that were positively associated with positive 
developmental outcomes. The CET behavioral guidelines emphasize the use of positive 
control coaching techniques (i.e. positive reinforcement and encouragement), instead of 
aversive control techniques (i.e. punishment) (Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1978; Smith & 
Smoll, 2017; Smoll, Smith, & Curtis, 1978). 
The first goal of the CET behavioral guidelines is to provide coaches with 
techniques for social influence that emphasize positive control over aversive control. The 
second goal of the CET behavioral guidelines is to assist coaches in defining success as 
both giving maximum effort, and as ensuring youth athletes’ personal development. This 
second goal was achieved by providing coaches with behaviors that model this new 
definition of success and to reinforce behaviors in their athletes that align with effort and 
personal development (Smith, Smoll, & Barnett, 1995; Smoll & Smith, 1997). These 
behaviors, and some ideas for implementation, were provided to coaches in a 25-page 
coaching manual, Coaches Who Never Lose…Making Sure Athletes Win No Matter What 




and in group discussions. There was also a behavioral self-monitoring form provided to 
coaches at the end of the in-person workshop, to be utilized for self-awareness and 
assessment throughout their coaching season. The CET protocol was also outlined in 
detail, and expanded upon, in a 2002 book titled, Way to go, Coach! A Scientifically 
Proven Approach to Coaching Effectiveness, written by the same authors/researchers 
(Smith & Smoll, 2002). The book is divided into five parts: (1) Developing a Coaching 
Philosophy; (2) Becoming a Better Coach; (3) Performance Enhancement Skills for 
Young Athletes; (4) Health and Safety Considerations; and (5) Coaching Challenges and 
How to Deal with Them (Smith & Smoll, 2002).  
Over several decades of research and evaluation, Smith, Smoll, and their 
colleagues conducted an impressive line of research looking at the relationship between 
the coaching behaviors promoted in CET (and subsequently, the MAC) and a number of 
athlete outcomes, using multiple methods, including experimental and quasi-experimental 
designs. Initial results indicated that compared to the untrained coaches, coaches in the 
experimental group provided greater amounts of reinforcement to their athletes. Athletes 
of the experimental group coaches evaluated both their coach and their team’s 
interpersonal climate more positively. Trained coaches were perceived to be more 
reinforcing, more encouraging, more technically instructive, and less punitive in response 
to mistakes. It was also found that the low-self-esteem athletes were the group of athletes 
who exhibited the greatest positive change in attitudes toward their coaches. Their results 
also showed a large discrepancy between coaches’ perceptions of their behaviors and 




Smoll, & Curtis, 1978; Smith, Zane, Smoll, & Coppel, 1983). As their research program 
continued, they found that the CET-promoted coaching behaviors were associated with 
positive attitudes towards the coach (Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992; Curtis, Smith, & 
Smoll, 1979; Smith, Smoll, & Barnett, 1995; Smith, Zane, Smoll, & Coppel, 1983); 
increases in athletes’ self-esteem (Smith & Smoll, 1990; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & 
Everett, 1993); decreases in youth athlete attrition (Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992); and 
decreases in children’s sport performance anxiety (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2004; Smith, 
Smoll, & Barnett, 1995).  
Mastery Approach to Coaching 
In 2007, Ron Smith and Frank Smoll, the original developers, researchers, and presenters 
of Coach Effectiveness Training, teamed up with one of their graduate students, Sean 
Cumming, to update CET, so that it would more closely align with the current theory and 
research in sport psychology and coach education (which were not initially expounded 
upon when CET was created in the late 1970s). They strove to integrate the theoretical 
dimensions of achievement goal theory, (Ames, 1992a; Duda & Nicholls, 1992; Nicholls, 
1984, 1989). Achievement goal theory (and in particular the mastery motivational climate 
outlined in the theory) clearly aligned with, and conceptually overlapped with, the 
principles of CET, so the theoretical adjustments just made sense (Smith & Smoll, 2017). 
Achievement goal theory has clearly defined concepts (i.e. the mastery motivational 
climate) and a substantial body of research to support it (Duda, 2013; Duda & Hall, 2001; 
Duda & Treasure, 2010; Harwood, Keegan, Smith, & Raine, 2015; Duda, Chi, Newton, 




Conroy, 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2017). Therefore, the CET protocol was revised in the 
mid-2000s to become the Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC), so that it explicitly 
aligned with the definitions of a mastery motivational climate, by using the language of 
achievement goal theory and the mastery motivational climate (Reinboth & Duda, 2006; 
Smith, Smoll & Cumming, 2007; Smoll & Smith, 2011).  
The Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) coach development program (Smith, 
Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith & Cumming, 2007) is not just a theoretical 
update to CET (Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1978; Smith & Smoll, 2002); the MAC also 
features some structural changes as well. It is briefer in duration (75 minutes) and the 
content is delivered through a more lecture-focused approach rather than a discussion. 
Smoll, Smith, & Cumming (2007) describe the MAC workshop as follows,  
During the experimental MAC workshop, a mastery-involving climate was 
explicitly described, its creation was strongly recommended, and a list of 
established salutary effects derived from research was presented. The presentation 
of MAC principles was augmented by modeling both desirable and undesirable 
methods of responding to specific situations (e.g., good performance and effort, 
athlete mistakes). Coaches were also invited to role play desired responses. To 
reinforce the didactic portions of the workshop, coaches were given a manual 
entitled Coaches Who Never Lose (Smoll & Smith, 2005). (Smoll, Smith & 
Cumming, 2007, p. 6) 
Additionally, an updated version of the 28-page researcher-designed coaching manual, 




provided to the coaches. The manual “highlights the advantages of a mastery-involving 
motivational climate and positive forms of behavior influence and provides behavioral 
guidelines for creating a supportive mastery climate” (Smoll, Smith & Cumming, 2007, 
p. 6). Like CET, the MAC protocol was illustrated in detail in book form, Sport 
Psychology for Youth Coaches: Developing Champions in Sports and Life (Smith & 
Smoll, 2012).  
The self-monitoring forms contain “nine items related to the behavioral 
guidelines. On the form, they were asked how often they engaged in the recommended 
behaviors in relevant situations” (Smoll, Smith & Cumming, 2007, p. 6). MAC coaches 
are urged to obtain behavioral feedback and to engage in self-monitoring to increase 
awareness of their own behaviors and to encourage compliance with the positive 
approach behavioral guidelines. This is based on previous findings that coaches have 
limited awareness of their own behavior patterns (Smith & Smoll, 2014; Smith, Smoll, & 
Christensen, 1996; Smith, Smoll, & Curtis, 1978). 
The MAC intervention incorporates two major themes, similar to the goals of 
CET, but adjusted to align with the research on the mastery motivational climate within 
achievement goal theory (Ames, 1992; McArdle & Duda, 2002; Smith, Smoll & 
Cumming, 2007). These two themes are: (a) a focus on adopting positive, versus 
aversive, coaching behaviors; and (b) defining success as giving maximum effort and 
becoming the best one can be, as opposed to emphasizing winning or outperforming 
others (Smith & Smoll, 2017).  




behavior that exerts positive control over their athletes, and not aversive control (Smith, 
Smoll & Cumming, 2007). In the MAC intervention, these behavioral guidelines are put 
forth as a series of Coaching Do’s and Coaching Don'ts, which are based on the CET 
guidelines, but the language was modified to be consistent with the literature on a 
mastery motivational climate (Smith, Smoll & Cumming, 2007). These guidelines 
encourage coaches to adopt four specific behaviors: (a) positive reinforcement, (b) 
mistake-contingent encouragement, (c) corrective instruction given in a positive and 
encouraging fashion, and (d) sound technical instruction (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 
2007; Smith & Smoll, 2012). These guidelines are “designed to increase positive coach-
athlete interactions, enhance team solidarity, reduce fear of failure, and promote a 
positive atmosphere for skill development” (Smith & Smoll, 2017, p. 13). In the MAC, 
coaches are also encouraged to avoid punishing mistakes, and to be consistent and 
frequent with their reinforcement of positive behaviors (particularly effort) (Smith, 
Smoll, & Cumming, 2007).  
The second MAC theme, consistent with both CET and achievement goal theory, 
is an emphasis on a “mastery-oriented philosophy of winning” (Smoll & Smith, 2011, p. 
403), where coaches define success as giving maximum effort and becoming the best that 
one can be, not simply as winning or outperforming others (Smith, & Smoll, 2017; Smoll 
& Smith, 2011). Similar to CET, this theme also includes the youth coaches attempting to 
help their athletes develop as people. Coaches are encouraged to emphasize fun and 
personal improvement, to reinforce effort as well as outcome, to provide individualized 




improvement (Smith, Smoll & Cumming, 2007). MAC- trained coaches are thus 
encouraged to adopt a four-part philosophy of winning: 
1. Winning isn’t everything, nor is it the only thing. Young athletes cannot get the 
most out of sports if they think that the only objective is to beat their opponents. 
Although winning is an important goal, it is not the most important objective. 
2. Failure is not the same thing as losing. It is important that athletes do not view 
losing as a sign of failure or as a threat to their personal value. 
3. Success is not equivalent to winning. Neither success nor failure need depend on 
the outcome of a contest or on a win-loss record. Winning and losing pertain to 
the outcome of a contest, whereas success and failure do not. 
4. Athletes should be taught that success is found in striving for victory (i.e., 
success is related to commitment and effort). Athletes should be taught that they 
are never “losers” if they give maximum effort. (Smith & Smoll, 2012, pp. 27–28) 
This philosophy, which is highly congruent with a mastery motivational climate, is 
designed to:  
maximize young athletes’ enjoyment of sport and their chances of deriving the 
benefits of participation, partly as a result of combating competitive anxiety. 
Although seeking victory is encouraged as inherent to competitive sports, the 
ultimate importance of winning is reduced relative to other participation 
motives…In recognition of the inverse relation between enjoyment and post-
competition stress, fun is highlighted as the paramount objective. The philosophy 




outcome, which serves to help overcome fear of failure (Smith & Smoll, 2017, p. 
13–14). 
As discussed in Chapter 2, a coach-created mastery motivational climate has been 
associated with a number of positive, adaptive outcomes in both athletes and in coaches. 
While there have been numerous studies conducted that look at mastery motivational 
climates, a significant amount of this work (particularly using experimental or quasi-
experimental methods, providing a coach intervention, and measuring the outcomes of 
that intervention, as compared to a control group) was done by Smith, Smoll, and their 
colleagues in the Youth Enrichment in Sports (YESports) program of research and 
application (Smith & Smoll, 2017), looking at the CET/MAC interventions.  
The CET/MAC is one of the few systematically evaluated coach development 
programs in the United States, and given its history, it is by far the most-studied CDP in 
the United States (Smith & Smoll, 2012; Smith & Smoll, 2017; Smoll & Smith, 2015; 
Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2010). Through this program of research, the efficacy of the 
MAC intervention has been demonstrated on a number of variables (for a detailed review, 
see Smoll & Smith, 2015). The MAC is an effective tool for positively changing coaches’ 
beliefs and behaviors, and these changes have been measured in numerous different ways 
— pre- and post-intervention, compared to a control group, longitudinally, and via 
systematic observation (Curtis, Smith, & Smoll, 1979; Lewis, Groom, & Roberts, 2014; 
O’Rourke, Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2012; Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll & 
Smith, 2015). These positive changes include: increases in athlete perceptions of a 




Coatsworth, 2007; Cumming, Smoll, Smith, & Grossbard, 2007; Smith, Smoll, & 
Cumming, 2007); increased use of reinforcement and decreased use of punishment 
(Barnett, Smoll, & Smith, 1992; Conroy & Coatsworth, 2006; Lewis, et al., 2014; Smith 
& Smoll, 2012; Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 1979; Smoll, Smith, & Cumming, 2007); and 
increased use of autonomy-supportive behaviors (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2007; Smith, 
Smoll, & Cumming, 2009). Compared to non-trained coaches, those coaches who have 
been trained via the MAC have also been shown to be: more well-liked, rated as better 
teachers, have higher perceptions of team cohesion on their teams, and to have athletes 
who report having more fun playing the sport, and who are more likely to want to return 
to play for that coach in the future (McLaren, Eys, & Murray, 2015; Smith, Smoll, & 
Barnett, 2015; Smoll, Smith, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 
1993). 
In accordance with the mediational model of coach-athlete interactions (Smith & 
Smoll, 2011), the athletes who play for coaches who have been trained via the MAC also 
demonstrate a number of positive outcomes, including: increased adoption of task-
oriented goals and fewer ego-oriented beliefs (Breiger, Smoll, Smith, & Cumming, 2015; 
Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007, 2009); increases in self-esteem (Akiyama, Gregorio, & 
Kobayashi, 2018; Coatsworth & Conroy, 2006; O’Rourke, et al., 2014; Smith, Smoll, & 
Curtis, 1979; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993); increased enjoyment of sport 
(Breiger, et al., 2015; McLaren, et al., 2015; Smith, Smoll, & Barnett, 1995); and 
reductions in anxiety (Conroy & Coatsworth, 2004; O’Rourke, et al., 2014; Smith, Smoll, 




Taken together, the results of Smith and Smoll’s four-decades long program of 
research has demonstrated that the numerous positive influences of “a brief intervention 
with specific empirically derived behavioral guidelines that focus on creating a mastery 
motivational climate and positive coach-athlete interactions” (Smith & Smoll, 2017, p.1). 
The MAC is clearly an effective training with youth coaches in the United States, and for 
this reason (along with the clear conceptual and theoretical overlap with Get Ready, and 
with my own person teaching philosophy), the MAC was adapted for the purposes of this 
research to become the MAC-RGR.  
As stated at the beginning of this chapter, the MAC-RGR is an updated version of the 
MAC, consisting of three major revisions:  
(1) targeted changes made to adapt the MAC to the specific population and setting 
of this study (McCarthy, Ettl Rodríguez, & Altieri, 2018);  
(2) elements incorporated from self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2017), 
particularly: (a) features of the need-supportive coaching style (Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003; Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016; Readdy, & Raabe, 
2016); (b) elements that promote a mastery motivational climate (Duda, 2013; 
Harwood, Keegan, Smith, & Raine, 2015); and (c) recommendations based on 
existing need-supportive interventions with coaches (Langdon, et al., 2015; 
Reynders, et al., 2019), and teachers (Aelterman, et al., 2018; Su & Reeve, 
2011; Raabe, Schmidt, Carl, & Höner, 2019); and 
(3) adaptations to the delivery method of this CDP, utilizing some of the 




2017) and ideas from instructional coaching in education (Knight, 2007).  
Comparison of MAC training and MAC-RGR training and Development of the MAC-
RGR Intervention 
The coach training intervention in this study is a revised version of the Mastery 
Approach to Coaching (MAC) training (Smith, Smoll & Cumming, 2007; Smith & 
Smoll, 2012). The revised coach development program, the Mastery Approach to 
Coaching-Revised for Get Ready (MAC-RGR), was adapted and developed by the 
researcher to account for changes in the delivery method, a slight shift in theoretical 
emphasis from the original (to include elements from self-determination theory, 
particularly need-supportive coaching behaviors, and instructional coaching), the 
inclusion of updated information from the current coaching science literature, and some 
accommodations to fit the context and population of coaches at Get Ready. 
The MAC-RGR upheld the original objectives of the MAC training — to “stress a 
‘positive approach’ to influencing athletes, which emphasizes: (a) the provision of 
reinforcement for effort as well as performance, (b) the giving of encouragement after 
mistakes, and (c) the desirability of giving technical instruction in an encouraging and 
supportive fashion. In the MAC, coaches are urged to decrease punitive behaviors, which 
produce stress and decrease enjoyment of the sport experience” (Smoll, 2012, p. 1) — 
while updating the delivery method by employing strategies from instructional coaching 
(Knight, 2019), and putting more focus on the “out-of-class” time (as opposed to the in-
person time at a MAC workshop). Recent coach education research has suggested that in-




use of coaches’ time, and allow for more practical learning, than the traditional, didactic, 
lecture-style approach (Ciampolini, et al., 2019; Falcão, Bloom, & Gilbert, 2012; 
Lefebvre, Evans, Turnnidge, Gainforth, & Côté, 2016; Lyle, 2018; Mallett, Trudel, Lyle, 
& Rynne, 2009; Walker Thomas & Driska, 2018).  
The original MAC training has been shown to be effective for producing positive 
athlete outcomes and development (Smith & Smoll, 2011; Smith & Smoll, 2012). Three 
prominent theoretical models of coaching effectiveness — Horn’s (2008) working model 
of coaching effectiveness; the mediational model of coach-athlete interactions (Smoll & 
Smith, 2011); and the motivational model of the coach-athlete relationship (Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003) (see Chapter 2 for an overview of each model) — point to the 
importance of coaches’ behavior for influencing athlete’s cognitive, emotional, and 
behavioral responses. There still needs to be a greater understanding of the underlying 
mechanisms that influence those coach behaviors that are associated with positive athlete 
developmental outcomes (Falcão, Bloom, & Gilbert, 2012; Gilbert, & Trudel, 2004; 
Mageau, & Vallerand, 2003; Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016; Walker, Thomas, & 
Driska, 2018).  
Reviews suggest that coach education programs are most effective at shaping 
coach behavior when they are grounded in theory (Allan, Vierimaa, Gainforth & Côté, 
2017; Evans, McGuckin, Gainforth, Bruner & Côté, 2015), and when they are focused on 
coaches’ interpersonal knowledge (Lefebvre, et al., 2016). For these reasons, the MAC-
RGR places a greater emphasis/focus on the tenets of self-determination theory 




1985; Haerens, Aelterman, Van den Berghe, De Meyer, Soenens, & Vansteenkiste, 2013; 
Ryan & Deci, 2000; Van den Berghe, Soenens, Vansteenkiste, Aelterman, Cardon, Tallir, 
& Haerens, 2013) than did the original MAC training.  
The goal of this change was to increase youth coaches’ need-supportive 
behaviors. There is ample empirical support for the important role that coaches’ need-
supportive behaviors play in promoting youth athletes’ well-being and long-term 
participation (Balaguer, González, Fabra, Castillo, Mercé & Duda, 2012; Duda, et al., 
2013; Kristiansen & Roberts, 2010; Ntoumanis, 2012; Smith & Smoll, 2017).  
Revising the MAC to create the MAC-RGR Coach Development Program 
The primary focus of the original MAC is to provide coaches with tools and 
strategies that have been empirically linked to positive athlete outcomes (e.g. increase 
athlete self-esteem, reduce athlete anxiety) (Smith, Smoll & Curtis, 1979; Smith, Smoll & 
Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith, Barnett, & Everett, 1993; see Smoll & Smith, 2011 for a 
full overview of these outcomes). The MAC-RGR training therefore does not focus on 
positive athlete outcomes, as these have previously been demonstrated through empirical 
evaluation conducted with the MAC (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smoll, Smith, & 
Cumming, 2007; Smoll & Smith, 2011), and research influenced by the original, seminal 
work of Ron Smith and Frank Smoll (e.g. Akiyama, Gregorio & Kobayashi, 2018; 
Ntoumanis, Taylor & Thogersen-Ntoumani, 2012; Smith & Smoll, 2012; Smoll & Smith, 
2011).  
The MAC-RGR and this research project were created to explore and understand 




training while working in community-based sport. There is evidence that the perceived 
effectiveness of coach development programs is significantly impacted by the credibility 
and style of the presenter (Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013), which is nearly impossible to 
replicate, but nonetheless significant to the conclusions of any evaluation of coach 
education programs (Ciampolini, et al., 2019; Falcão, Bloom, & Gilbert, 2009; Walker, 
Thomas & Driska, 2018). 
In developing the MAC-RGR and conducting this research, a secondary goal was 
to try to address some of the criticisms of existing coach education and coach 
development programs. Specifically, the lack of practical learning that coaches report in 
these programs (Camiré & Santos, 2019; Ciampolini, et al., 2019; Occhino, et al., 2014), 
the time commitment required (especially for volunteer coaches working in community-
based sports programs) (Fawver, et al., 2020; Lefebvre, et al., 2016; Walker, Thomas & 
Driska, 2018), and the belief that these programs feature prescriptive, top-down teaching 
strategies akin to indoctrination, which decontextualize coaching knowledge and lead to 
mechanical coaches who are ill prepared for the complexities of coaching (Ciampolini, et 
al., 2019; Nelson & Cushion, 2006; Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013).  
An additional criticism which motivated my work in this research project is the 
perception (held by coaches and academics alike) that coach education programs (and the 
research on them) do not give coaches enough credit as learners, often neglect the voice 
of the coach in data collection (by relying on athlete perceptions as a measure of 
coaching behavior and effectiveness), and that community-based programs (or other 




coaches succeed (Kerins, Shinew, & Fernandez, 2017; Occhino, et al., 2014; Readdy & 
Raabe, 2016). While this lack of institutional support is not a criticism that has been 
levied by the Get Ready coaches, I felt that it was important to empower the coaches, 
giving them credit for their existing knowledge, and to allow their voices and opinions to 
shape the data that I collected. Therefore, the delivery of the MAC-RGR included 
consistent checks for coach input and feedback, and during the data collection process, I 
regularly substantiated my observations with the coaches’ perspectives.  
Adaptations and Adjustments from the MAC to the MAC-RGR 
Given the constraints of the Get Ready program, as outlined in Chapter 3, and the 
context it takes place in, there were a number of additions and deletions to the MAC, to 
adjust it to meet the needs of Get Ready. The end result of those changes became the 
coach development program used in this study, which was named the Mastery Approach 
to Coaching - Revised for Get Ready, or MAC-RGR.  
Contextual Adaptations 
The coaching that takes place at Get Ready is done on an individual basis, as 
opposed to coaching a full team, which is the target audience for the MAC. For this 
reason, some elements were included, some elements were removed, and some elements 
were simply modified to fit this new coaching context.  
An example of a training element that was included, given its appropriate 
application to Get Ready as well, was an emphasis on learning and using athletes’ names, 
as a way to accomplish several goals: (a) build autonomy (emphasizing individual 




contributions enough to learn, and use, their name); (b) promote competence (they are 
important enough, and valuable enough, to the coach that the coach has learned their 
name); and (c) promote relatedness (people prefer to be referred to by their name, 
especially by a coach or authority figure, than just “you”). Learning and using the 
athletes’ names also allows for more personally meaningful interactions, and for 
providing individualized attention.  
An example of a modification based on the context of Get Ready was changing 
the importance (within the training) placed on reinforcement of all athletes’ behavior. An 
important focal point of the MAC training is to provide reinforcement as often as 
possible, for all athletes on the team (and to reinforce effort over results). At Get Ready, 
it is not feasible to expect every coach to reinforce every student-athlete’s behavior 
during every session (given that sometimes there were upwards of 50 students in 
attendance). When coaching a baseball or soccer team, it is a much more reasonable 
expectation, with fewer players playing at a time, regular substitutions and time spent on 
the bench/sidelines, and likely no more than 20 players on the team. Recognizing the 
importance of reinforcement, when designing the MAC-RGR, I did not want to eliminate 
the encouragement of reinforcement, but instead lowered coaches’ frequency 
expectations, and connected the reinforcement of effort to two Get Ready-aligned 
principles: (1) reinforcing effort helps to build an athlete’s competence for the given 
activity (especially when trying a new exercise, or when trying to get into shape, where 
effort and showing up is just as important as results early on in the process), and (2) effort 




a continued emphasis on pointing out positive effort (and reinforcing it) will help 
accomplish the goals of TPSR as well.  
Finally, adaptations were made by removing elements from the MAC that simply 
did not apply the Get Ready context. For example, in regard to competition, the MAC 
emphasizes fun and de-emphasizes winning, but at Get Ready there are no formal 
competitions (and therefore no opportunity to crown someone a winner). An emphasis on 
fun remained in the MAC-RGR, but in relation to intrinsic motivation, as opposed to 
countering an emphasis on winning. On a related note, when delivering the MAC, there is 
considerable focus put towards in-game coaching, team rules, the selection (and de-
selection) process, and coach-parent relationships/interactions (Smith & Smoll, 2012). 
None of these issues are particularly relevant to the Get Ready context, and anything even 
somewhat related to these issues would not be handled by a coach at Get Ready (unless 
they also served in another capacity, such as teacher or interscholastic coach at EHS).  
The MAC-RGR did include strategies for helping coaches to rethink their 
coaching in order to support autonomy and competence, but these strategies were more 
directly relevant to the Get Ready setting. An example of this strategy from the MAC-
RGR was the emphasis on providing “a choice and a voice” and connecting this concept 
back to building autonomy — providing choice, but allowing the athlete to make the 
decision — and to build competence — asking for the athletes’ input and encouraging 
them to use their voice indicates the importance of their input to the overall success of 




implication that if a coach asks for your input, then they must believe you are competent 
enough to provide valuable input. 
Contextual Adaptations due to the in-situ nature of the MAC-RGR 
 I adopted a quasi-ethnographic approach to presenting and researching the MAC-
RGR, by taking on a researcher-as-participant role at Get Ready. This meant that I 
attended daily, and tried to assimilate myself into the environment, which I hoped would 
help me to adapt the MAC-RGR to the context, give me ample opportunities to build 
credibility and rapport with the coaches and the athletes, and would enable to gather more 
authentic, compelling data. In adopting an in-situ approach, I tried to be casual (but 
appropriate) in my attire and my tone. I intentionally did not want an overly academic 
vibe, so I wore similar clothing to everyone else at Get Ready (i.e. workout clothes — 
shorts, t-shirt and sneakers.) And being a teacher full-time, I was cognizant (and a little 
worried) about being too didactic, where it might feel like school (i.e. boring), which 
could have caused them to tune out. I focused on trying to be relatable, conversational, 
and unceremonious in my presentation of the MAC-RGR, and the language that I used. 
When presenting the formal group sessions, I knew going in roughly where I 
would present in the space, and what would be available to me. We all sat in a circle, 
where I was just another person in a folding chair. I made sure to talk with them (not at 
them), and allowed them opportunities to ask questions or provide input without having 
to raise their hand I wanted them to feel it was less formal than a teacher pupil dynamic. I 
wanted to remove the typical imbalance of power present in academic settings. I wanted 




equilibrium of the teacher-student dynamic to establish a collegial, supportive 
environment. I tried to avoid physical indications of power (i.e. standing over them while 
they sat), and did my best to avoid anything that would make it feel like a lecture (e.g. 
talking from a separate location than the group, like standing at a metaphorical lectern 
while they sat together; talking to them from a whiteboard/chalkboard; using PowerPoint 
slides if they weren’t necessary (which they weren’t), or wearing business casual clothing 
(which is likely to stick out within that context anyways)). 
These decisions to downplay the didactic tone were in keeping with the 
suggestions of Vella, Crowe and Oades (2013) who acknowledged that “the current 
methods used to deliver practical demonstrations within formal coach education courses 
have been likened more to indoctrination than education” (p. 425). Indoctrination was the 
opposite of what I was trying to do. Realistically, I aimed for them to perceive me as 
trying to create a sense of equality, partnership, and empowerment. 
Theory-based Adaptations 
Given the underlying theoretical influences of Get Ready, as outlined in Chap. 3, 
the MAC-RGR training was modified to better align with these influences. For this 
reason, there was a greater emphasis placed on need-supportive (and specifically 
autonomy-supportive) behaviors than in the MAC. In 2001, Nikos Ntoumanis laid out the 
empirical links between self-determination theory and achievement goal theory in sport 
(Ntoumanis, 2001). Over the past decade or so, this theoretical overlap between SDT 
(particularly Basic Needs Theory) and AGT (the theory underlying the MAC), has been 




and practitioners (Duda, 2013; Duda, et al., 2013; Smith & Smoll, 2017). Given my own 
personal orientation towards SDT and the ways that Get Ready was influenced by SDT, 
as well as the theoretical alignment of the MAC with AGT, it seemed appropriate to 
capitalize on this complementarity of the two theories by integrating them in the MAC-
RGR structure. Duda (2013) borrowed tenets from each theory in constructing what she 
calls empowering and disempowering motivational climates, where, 
an empowering environment is one that is task-involving, autonomy supportive, 
and socially supportive. In contrast, a disempowering environment would be 
highly ego-involving and controlling…reflecting a ‘merger’ of the mechanisms 
by which coaches may impact their players’ interpretations of and responses to 
the sport experience. (Duda, 2013, p. 4–5). 
While the MAC-RGR did not directly incorporate the empowering/disempowering model 
that Duda (2013) proposes, it did try to capitalize on the potential of the theoretical 
“merger” she describes. By integrating need-supportive features of SDT with the task-
involved motivational climate of AGT, the MAC-RGR was constructed to feature up-to-
date pedagogical coaching principles.  
 In their 2014 paper outlining the common features and applications of the 
mastery, autonomy, and transformational approaches to coaching, Vella and Perlman 
highlighted four key coaching behaviors that are central to both the mastery and 
autonomy approaches: (1) provide non-controlling competence feedback; (2) define 
success in self-referenced ways and avoid other-referenced judgments of success; (3) 




emphasis on the informational (v. controlling) component; and (4) individualized 
attention for each athlete, acknowledging their feelings and opinions, and meeting their 
needs for growth, development, and achievement (Vella & Perlman, 2014). Given their 
existence in both theoretical coaching approaches, these four behaviors featured 
prominently in the MAC-RGR.  
 In developing the MAC-RGR, with a focus on need-supportive behaviors, I drew 
on the existing literature on need-supportive coaching (e.g. Berntsen & Kristiansen, 
2019a; Mageau & Vallerand, 2003; Ntoumanis & Mallett, 2014) and need-supportive 
teaching (e.g. Aelterman, et al., 2014; Haerens, et al., 2013; Reeve & Jang, 2006; Su & 
Reeve, 2011; Washburn, et al., 2016) to come up with a variety of need-supportive coach 
behaviors to use in the different training elements of the MAC-RGR. In the formal group 
sessions, I highlighted some of the most prominent coaching behaviors (e.g. the seven 
behaviors laid out by Mageau & Vallerand, 2003). In the informal one-on-one coach 
interactions, I tried to reinforce behaviors from the group sessions, while introducing 
other behaviors that were coach-specific and situationally appropriate. I selected 
additional need-supportive strategies for inclusion in the MAC-RGR (such as the 5-A’s 
exercise; Williams, Gagné, Ryan, & Deci, 2002) that I believed would correspond well 
with the structure at Get Ready.  
As part of conducting the MAC-RGR in a way that was supportive of the 
coaches’ needs (as well as increasing their understanding and use of need-supportive 
behaviors with their athletes), the training included an emphasis on clearly aligning the 




help provide a rationale for the coaches and to help them understand the impact of their 
behaviors. Mageau and Vallerand (2003) emphasized the important role that providing 
rationale plays in supporting autonomy needs, so it seemed appropriate for me to provide 
the coaches with a rationale (and model how they can use this strategy in their own 
coaching). It also seemed appropriate for the coaches in Get Ready to be presented with 
this information, as many of them had at least an elementary knowledge of SDT to build 
off, and because they work with a population of athletes who are old enough to be able to 
process and understand a coach’s rationale (thereby, integrating this knowledge into their 
own decision-making, and hopefully increasing their perceived sense of autonomy).  
Adapted Delivery Method  
The delivery method of the MAC-RGR was a major focus in its development. 
This delivery method was influenced by principles from self-determination theory (Ryan 
& Deci, 2000), specifically related to creating a need-supportive learning environment for 
the coaches, utilizing a parallel process approach, as outlined by Vella, Crowe & Oades 
(2013). Additionally, a number of formal and informal approaches to coach education 
were built into the delivery method, informed by the recommendations of Mallett, Trudel, 
Lyle & Rynne (2009), Occhino, Mallett, Rynne, and Carlisle (2014), and Cheon, Reeve, 
Lee, & Lee, (2015), including shorter didactic group sessions, increased use of one-on-
one discussions for providing the training, and an in-situ delivery that takes place in the 
coaching context, during the coaching (as opposed to in a classroom setting, which must 
then be transferred by the coach, on his/her own, in the separate sport setting). 




to the MAC and other coach development programs on which it was modeled) were an 
attempt to address some criticisms of existing coach education and development 
programs. One adaptation, based on existing criticism, is that the MAC-RGR is less 
reliant on didactic, lecture-based classroom teaching methods. The MAC-RGR was 
designed to decrease this amount of “in-class time” (where coaches were trained in a 
typical lecture-style format), which has been criticized as ineffective and 
decontextualized (Ciampolini, et al., 2019), leaving coaches ill prepared for the practical 
realities of coaching (Nelson & Cushion, 2006; Vella, et al., 2013). Instead, the MAC-
RGR was delivered in a way that relied on the partnership approach philosophy used by 
instructional coaches (Knight, 2007) in mentoring teachers in the field of education 
(Knight, 2018)., which emphasizes teacher autonomy and a one-on-one approach that 
easily translates into practical teaching changes. This one-on-one approach employed in 
instructional coaching was bolstered by the findings of Gillison and colleagues (2019), in 
a recent meta-analysis looking at behavior change interventions that utilize SDT 
principles and need-supportive behaviors. 
They found that one-on-one interventions were more effective than group 
interventions for supporting competence needs, with no differences found between the 
two types of interventions on autonomy and relatedness needs (Gillison, Rouse, 
Standage, Sebire, & Ryan, 2019). Therefore, it made sense to explore the possibility of 
using both group sessions and one-on-one trainings when presenting the MAC-RGR 
content. 




place via informal methods of training (Ciampolini, et al., 2019; Erickson, et al., 2008; 
Mallett, Trudel, Lyle & Rynne, 2009). These researchers found that coaches preferred 
coach education that is directly applicable to the athletes they work with for training, as 
opposed to more general coaching ideas or role-playing scenarios, which coaches 
reported difficult to understand and transfer into their own coaching practice. Erickson 
and colleagues (2008) suggested that efforts “be made to provide more formal guidance 
to coaches while they work with their own athletes” (p. 45). This concurrent training-
while-coaching suggestion provided the rationale for the in-situ, informal, one-on-one 
conversations built into the MAC-RGR delivery method.  
Given the structure of Get Ready, and after consultation with the two senior 
coach-facilitators of Get Ready, it was decided upon to slightly decrease the length of any 
single given lecture-style session, while increasing the total contact time throughout the 
summer. In the MAC-RGR, there were four formal coach training sessions, with each 
session lasting 15–30 minutes. This was done to acknowledge and reflect the significant 
time commitment that the coaches had already committed to (roughly 8–9 hours per 
week, for six weeks) and so we did not want them to have to show up earlier, or stay 
later. Additionally, many of the coaches worked a full- or part-time job during the day, so 
they were coming to Get Ready after a full workday, and we wanted to honor that by not 
requiring much, if any, additional time of them. This meant that each training session had 
to be succinct and to the point, making efficient use of the allotted time. It also required 
an awareness and flexibility around the timing of the sessions, as they could be changed 




how many athletes showed up and when did they arrive; how long did any given day’s 
session take for the student-athletes to complete — which could range from 90 minutes to 
nearly three hours, on some days).  
Given the coaches’ voluntary commitment, and otherwise busy lives, as well as 
the varying levels of educational background and perceived commitment to the training, 
it was decided to direct the focus of the informal, personal training elements to one-on-
one coaching interactions, where I could provide training, coaching, and mentorship 
during the hours of Get Ready, by simply observing and informally interacting with the 
coaches throughout each day’s session. It was not clear, prior to the training, exactly what 
these informal conversations would look like, or what specifically they would focus on, 
because I determined that after spending the first few weeks at Get Ready, building 
rapport with the coaches, and learning how to best interact with each coach. (For more on 
what these one-on-one interactions ended up looking like, see Chapter 6.) 
After attending Get Ready for a few weeks, and consulting with various 
stakeholders within Get Ready, one other decision was made related to updating the 
delivery method. As a way to explore how different delivery method(s) might perceived, 
the third training session (and the content that was the focus of this third session — the 5 
A’s — were provided to coaches individually. All the coaches were given the same 
information and the same materials (an index card with the 5-A’s written on it; see Figure 
6.1 for a depiction of this card), but each coach received the information via a one-on-one 
conversation with me, the coach developer. They were all given a pre-planned 




delivery method was intended to be more efficient, and more individually tailored to 
each, because it was provided as part of a one-on-one conversation, where I could get 
feedback, check for understanding, and provide additional information when appropriate. 
This conversational approach also allowed the coaches to ask me any questions they had, 
or for clarification on any part of the training, without some of the social pressures and 
dynamics that come with presenting the information to a group of diverse individuals.  
Lastly, the delivery method of the MAC-RGR was a direct attempt to address the 
criticism that traditional coach education courses have undermined and downplayed the 
intelligence and learning abilities of many coaches, in part by employing a top-down, 
prescriptive approach to educating coaches (Ciampolini, et al., 2019; Mallett, Trudel, 
Lyle, & Rynne, 2009; Vella, et al., 2013), which has been described as 
“decontextualized” (Ciampolini, et al., 2019, p. 216; Nelson & Cushion, 2006, p. 181) 
and lacking the knowledge of how to apply these skills by “indoctrinating [coaches] by 
prescribing a ‘right way’ to coach” (Vella, et al., 2013, p. 428).  
Instead, the MAC-RGR encourages coaches to seek out answers, rely on their 
own existing knowledge and contextual understanding, and come to their own 
conclusions. The one-on-one conversations, and the intentional use of feedback and 
questioning, was intended to build a sense of autonomy and competence in coaches’ 
problem-solving abilities, which would be applicable in far more situations than could 
ever be covered in a single training. This was accomplished by focusing not on what to 
do in any given scenario, but empowering them to see how they can use their own 




each of the four formal group training sessions in the MAC-RGR, coaches were given a 
handout and a reading, which they were encouraged to consult on their own time, and 
which contained numerous suggestions that they could peruse, draw on, and adapt to their 
own coaching.  
These decisions were informed by the recommendations of Vella and colleagues 
(2013), who write that, 
Learning cannot be designed, as is the case in current formal coach education 
structures. However, learning can be a result of design, where coach education 
programs are designed to facilitate learning by allowing coaches to reflect on and 
reflect in their practice within the context of formal coach education…  
In order to do this coach educators need to encourage coaches to access 
their own resources and to reflect on their own coaching practice by using 
appropriate autonomy-inducing questions and demonstrations. In this way coach 
education will be less like “knowledge transfer” and more akin to a cooperative 
learning environment where coaching knowledge is shared and created in 
context…  
Practical demonstrations are also criticized as being unable to let the coach 
set their own problems, which has an important primary role in the reflective 
process. Using a parallel process in practical demonstrations may go some way to 




Flexibility and the Need for Improvisation 
Often, coach education is defined in terms of where it falls on a number of 
dichotomous variables — formal v. informal; general v. sport-specific; online v. in-
person — which likely do not accurately capture the reality of coach education, or 
coaching (Lefebvre, et al. 2016; Mallett, et al., 2009). In reality, coach education is a 
complicated, ongoing process, not an easily-defined, one-time experience. It requires the 
coach educator to be flexible and willing to make last-minute changes to the training, to 
fit the context (which changes daily). This sometimes required a blurring of the lines 
between formal and informal forms of learning, in order to make it more adaptable.  
This flexibility in delivery method made sense given the context, and the desire to 
address criticisms, which led to debating between formal and informal methods and/or 
trying to figure out how to use both. Accordingly, Mallett, et al. (2009) contend that “a 
debate between formal and informal coach education/learning really has little value. It is 
not a matter of which form of education/learning is superior, but acknowledging the 
unique contributions of all forms.” (p. 332). Given the context of Get Ready, and the 
reality that the MAC-RGR training would be delivered in a high school weight room, 
there was no option to use multimedia presentation tools like videos or PowerPoint. The 
context forced me to simplify many parts of the MAC-RGR training for practical reasons.  
Knowledge of the context is a feature of coach education that Erickson, Bruner, 
MacDonald & Cote (2008) stressed, stating that coach educators should remember the 
importance of “examining the social norms of particular coaching cultures in relation to 




Ready program and context, as well as an opportunity to consult with the senior coach-
facilitators during the MAC-RGR development phase, and based on the recommendation 
of Erickson, et al. (2008), I intentionally spent the first few weeks of the summer 2019 
session gathering information to help adapt the MAC-RGR as best I could to the given 
context.  
 The need for flexibility and improvisation is a well-established reality when 
providing coach education, but it often seems to be overlooked in the coach education 
literature. As Langdon, et al. (2015) so aptly stated in providing their conclusions, 
“applied research is an inherently difficult process in which the foresight of certain 
limitations cannot be avoided” (p. 11). Erickson and colleagues suggested that coach 
educators should “provide support for contextually-differentiated systems”, should make 
efforts “to provide formal guidance to coaches while they work with their own athletes” 
and “must be careful to not overlook the idiosyncratic nature of coach development” 
(Erickson, et al., 2008, p. 536). And Vella, Crowe, and Oades (2013) note that “in reality, 
coaching practice is closely aligned with improvisation and has very limited routes in 
planning. The interpersonal interactions that constitute coaching practice make planning 
the pedagogical process a difficult endeavour” (p. 425). It is clear that coach educators 
understand the importance of flexibility in developing training materials, but it is not 
necessarily evident what that actually looks like in practice.  
 I went into the implementation phase of the MAC-RGR knowing that I would 
need to be flexible and willing to improvise, and so I tried to build that into what I would 




three sections: (A) definitely cover; (B) try to cover; (C) cover/discuss if I have time. 
This allowed me to adapt the session based on the time allotted, how the time played out, 
and how the group discussions went. Generally, the (A) section was basic, fundamental 
information about the relevant coaching behaviors, with examples. The (B) section was 
more in-depth information about the topic, with the goal of highlighting information that 
was in the handout and/or reading, and therefore could be revisited by the coaches at a 
later time, either on their own or in our one-on-one conversations. The (C) section was 
usually two parts: (1) specific Get Ready contextual details about implementing those 
behaviors (which I knew I could/would revisit in my one-on-one interactions with them); 
and (2) questions that could spark group discussion (which again could be asked/revisited 
in one-on-one format).  
Developmentally-related Adaptations 
The coaches at Get Ready would be coaching high school athletes, from ages 14 to 18. 
Given these different demographics and age groups, the focus of the MAC-RGR training 
had to be appropriate for coaches working with older youth athletes, who perhaps have 
more strength, more ability, as well as more independence, and possibly a bit more 
attitude. The language and examples that were used had to make sense for the coaches at 
Get Ready, given the athletes that they would be coaching. Therefore, various judgments 
and determinations were made in the language used in the training materials, as well as 
the actual delivery of the training, to fit the context of the coaches and the athletes they 
coach.  




age-appropriate, relatable, and notably less formal than they could have been. I tried to 
use their language, and put it into their voice (without being patronizing or culturally-
appropriating). I wanted it to be informative, but not dense; engaging and fun, but still 
productive. 
*** 
In the following chapter, Chapter 5, I will lay out the full MAC-RGR, session by session, 
in its final format, prior to implementation. In Chapter 6, I will then provide a more 
detailed look at how the MAC-RGR was actually carried out, in a community-based 
setting, and how implementing a coach training in-situ can be chaotic, challenging, and 




CHAPTER FIVE: METHODS (PART I) 
This chapter describes the research methodology, data collection, and data 
analysis procedures. First, the coach training intervention and protocol are presented, as 
the intended procedure was structured and planned prior to the actual implementation of 
the training during the summer of 2019. (For a more detailed understanding of how the 
coach training and intervention looked in actuality, see Chapter 6.) Second, the research 
design and data collection procedures are laid out. The three data collection procedures 
used were: (a) structured observations of the coaches (conducted by the researcher9); (b) 
one-on-one interactions between the researcher and each coach; and (c) semi-structured 
interviews with each coach. The researcher’s field notes were an additional source of data 
and information used in making sense of the data collected. Finally, a description of the 
process for analyzing and interpreting the qualitative data, employing an interpretive 
description methodology (Thorne, Reimer Kirkham, & O’Flynn-Magee, 2004), is 
provided.  
 
9 It seems pertinent to point out that going forward in Chapters 5-8, instead of using the formal, more 
academic term(s) — “researcher”, “author”, “coach educator”, and/or “coach developer” — I have 
elected to use first-person pronouns (e.g. I, me, my) to refer to myself, who concurrently served each 
of these roles. However, if I do refer to “researcher”, etc., it should be noted that I am still referring to 
myself. This decision was made in order to ease the process of explaining the methods, interpreting 
the data, and discussing the findings, to ensure consistency throughout these chapters, and to allow the 
reader to more easily follow along with the narrative accounts that make up large chunks of these 
chapters. Additionally, the use of first-person pronouns should help to remind the reader of the 
subjective nature of these elements of the research project (Patton, 2015). See the section in this 
chapter, titled Statement of Researcher Positionality, for more clarity on the central role that I played 




The Final Intervention and Protocol: The Mastery Approach to Coaching – Revised 
for Get Ready (MAC-RGR) 
The original Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) coach development program 
(Smith, Smoll & Cumming, 2007) was adapted based on the parameters of the site where 
this study was conducted, the Get Ready program, a life fitness program for high school 
student-athletes at English High School in Boston, MA. The revised version of the MAC 
was named the Mastery Approach to Coaching–Revised for Get Ready (MAC-RGR) (this 
process, and the rationale behind the changes, are discussed in detail in Chapter 4). In 
order to better align with the goals, theoretical underpinnings, and structure of the Get 
Ready program, the MAC-RGR training placed more of a focus on need-supportive 
(particularly autonomy-supportive) coaching behaviors (aligned with self-determination 
theory; Ryan & Deci, 2000; 2017) than the original MAC training. The central focus of 
the MAC-RGR was to increase the youth coaches’ use of need-supportive behaviors, in 
alignment with self-determination theory (SDT), and a component mini-theory of SDT, 
basic needs theory (BNT) (Deci & Ryan, 1987). The MAC-RGR also featured a modified 
delivery method (as compared to the MAC), featuring less reliance on didactic, lecture-
based classroom teaching methods (Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013; Occhino, et al., 2014). 
Instead, the MAC-RGR was delivered partially via informal interactions, in alignment 
with the partnership approach recommended for instructional coaches in mentoring 




Formal Intervention Elements of the MAC-RGR 
The formal element of the intervention consisted of four presentations (referred to 
as training sessions) made to the group of coaches who were present at Get Ready on the 
day of the given training element. The four sessions were developed to be presented in a 
scaffolded manner, where the training materials provided in each subsequent session 
builds on the information presented in the previous session(s).  
Training #1 (Week 1). The first training session featured a discussion of the need 
for coach training, expansion on the unique delivery method that I implemented, followed 
by a brief discussion of motivation, self-determination theory (and the three basic 
psychological needs). Finally, some empirical evidence of a link between coaches’ 
behavior and athletes’ motivation was provided to the coaches, as were student-athlete 
outcomes associated with increases in intrinsic motivation, in an attempt to provide a 
rationale for the trainings, and to encourage buy-in from the coaches.  
Training #2 (Week 3). (Handout #1: Overview of self-determination theory, and 
basic psychological needs theory.) An overview of both self-determination theory (SDT), 
and basic needs theory (BNT), as well as their application to Get Ready was provided to 
all coaches, in a large group setting. Coaches were then given examples of need-
supportive behaviors for each of the three basic psychological needs — autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness. (See Appendix B for a copy of Handout #1.) 
Coaches were then asked to provide additional examples that they could think of 
for each need, and we discussed the importance of need-supportive behaviors and their 




engagement, effort, interest, challenge-seeking). 
 Training #3 (Week 4). (“Handout” #2: Five-A’s index card). Throughout this 
day’s session, I went around to each coach and provided them with an index card 
outlining the “5-A’s of autonomy-support” model (adapted from Glynn & Manley, 1997; 
Williams, Deci & Ryan, 1998). The 5-A’s is a five-step pseudo-linear action plan & 
framework for helping coaches provide autonomy-support. The five “A’s” framework 
provides coaches with five alliterative autonomy-supportive actions that can be used 
together (in a linear fashion) or on their own to help support athlete’s needs for 
autonomy. The five A’s are: Ask; Acknowledge feelings/emotional responses (both yours 
and those of the athlete); Advise with appropriate rationale; Assist the athlete in 
completing the task; Arrange follow-up (checking back in later in the session, or on a 
subsequent day). The 5-A’s framework is alliterative, making it easier to remember, 
while still referring to effective autonomy-supportive strategies (Glynn & Manley, 1997; 
Williams, Deci & Ryan, 1998). (See Appendix D to see a photograph of the 5-A’s index 
card.) 
At some point throughout the day, I briefly pulled aside each coach and provided 
them with that day’s handout (i.e. the index card outlining the 5-A’s model), and spent a 
few minutes discussing it one-on-one with each coach. Coaches were selected to take part 
in individual sessions when they appeared to be available (i.e. not directly coaching an 
athlete). I asked if they were free to meet for a few minutes, and if so, I then invited them 
to move to another part of the Get Ready space (where we would not be in the way), or to 




 At this point, the coach and I engaged in a one-on-one training session, which 
consisted of several parts. First, I provided the coaches with the 5-A’s index card, 
allowed them to read it, and then I briefly explained the 5-A’s framework (i.e. Ask; 
Acknowledge feelings; Advise with appropriate rationale; Assist the athlete in completing 
the task; Arrange follow-up). As we proceeded through each attribute, I provided 
examples of how each of the five attributes might play out during a typical Get Ready 
session. I gave them permission to interrupt me at any time, interjecting any comments or 
questions whenever they came up. During this process, I looked for verbal and non-
verbal feedback demonstrating their understanding, and subsequently addressed any 
perceived confusion that I observed. Once I felt confident that they understood each 
attribute, and had answered their questions, I asked each coach for some examples of how 
they could implement the framework in their coaching (some, or all, of the 5-A’s). We 
then engaged in an informal one-on-one conversation about the implementation of the 5-
A’s in their coaching, and the coaches were given the chance to ask any additional 
questions and to provide follow-up comments about the 5-A’s strategy. The length of 
these one-on-one sessions ranged from four minutes to twelve minutes, depending on the 
coach’s engagement in our conversation, and any questions they had. (See Appendix D 
for an example of the 5-A’s index card “handout”.) 
 Training #4 (Week 5). (Handout #3: Empirically-validated autonomy-supportive 
behaviors) Using information gathered from several reviews of empirically-validated 
autonomy-supportive and need-supportive interventions (Aelterman, et al., 2018; Mageau 




that provided coaches with a variety of autonomy-supportive behaviors that they were 
encouraged to implement into their coaching. (See Appendix E for an example of 
Handout #3.) 
Informal Coach Interactions 
Concurrently, throughout the entire six weeks of the Summer 2019 Get Ready 
program, I had ongoing discussions with each coach about need-supportive/autonomy-
supportive behaviors (and their contrast to controlling/need-thwarting behaviors), as well 
as strategies for implementing various need-supportive behaviors in their Get Ready 
coaching. These conversations (referred to as informal coach interactions) happened 
either one-on-one between myself and one coach, or in small, informal groups (several 
coaches and I having an informal conversation at some point). Any interaction between a 
coach and myself (beyond basic pleasantries) was documented as an informal training 
session. 
In these sessions, strategies were discussed for including need-supportive 
behaviors in their work with the student-athletes in the Get Ready program. During these 
interactions and conversations, I intentionally tried to include and demonstrate need-
supportive behaviors (both implicitly and explicitly), in an attempt to: (a) support the 
three basic psychological needs of the coaches, (b) model the execution of real-time, in-
situ need-supportive behaviors in the setting of Get Ready. This experiential learning 
component, featuring the modeling and mirroring of need-supportive behaviors, was seen 
as a key part of the parallel process of coach education (Vella, Crowe & Oades, 2013), 




programs. The parallel process refers to the interpersonal subtleties between myself and 
the coaches “where the relationship dynamics between athlete and coach are paralleled in 
the relationship between coach learner and coach educator” (Vella, Crowe & Oades, 
2013, p. 417), ultimately translating into improvements in coach empathy and in coaches’ 
understanding of what their athletes experience, based on what they experienced with the 
coach educator. In previous studies, coaches reported that the experience of the parallel 
process was an effective means for learning via personal engagement, where the coach 
and coach educator work collaboratively to facilitate understanding of applying coach 
education content into their coaching practice (Cheon, Reeve, Yu, & Jang, 2014; 
Martinek, 2019; Vella, Crowe & Oades, 2013). 
Previous research with PE teachers (Aelterman, Vansteenkiste, Van Keer, & 
Haerens, 2016; Cheon, Reeve, Yu, & Jang, 2014) has indicated that the psychological 
need satisfaction experienced by teachers during an autonomy-supportive intervention 
program (ASIP) was positively correlated with increases in those teachers’ perceived 
effectiveness and self-reported efficacy beliefs for supporting the psychological needs of 
their students. Therefore, a key function of these informal one-on-one conversations and 
interactions was to provide an opportunity for myself, as the coach developer, to offer 
psychological need-support to the coaches, with the expectation that this would in turn 
help the coaches to more effectively support the psychological needs of the student-
athletes in the Get Ready program.  
It was also in these informal interactions that elements borrowed from the 




emphasis on the partnership principles of equality, choice, voice, reflection, dialogue, 
praxis, and reciprocity (Knight, 2011). These principles could be more easily infused 
during these informal interactions, when I could work with the coach to tailor the training 
to their needs, choices, and preferences. Using the three steps of the impact cycle 
(Knight, 2018) — identify, learn, improve — the coach and I could collaborate on 
creating awareness of their behaviors, set goals for improvement, and decide on strategies 
to meet those goals. In addition, we could have extended dialogue and reflection during 
these interactions, as we were not as tightly bound by time constraints as we were during 
the more formal coach training periods. These interactions also allowed the training to be 
ongoing, job-embedded, and focused on professional practice, which are qualities that 
Knight (2009) deemed important for translating research into effective, practical 
coaching relationships.  
These informal conversations also allowed for myself and the coach to have an 
open, back-and-forth conversation about their coaching, as opposed to the more typical 
approach of providing top-down critical feedback, which has been criticized as an 
ineffective method for learning in coach education (Ciampoloni, Milistetd, et al., 2019; 
Santos, Gould, & Strachan, 2019; Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013), instructional coaching 
(Knight, 2019), and in business and management contexts (Buckingham & Goodall, 
2019). Additionally, these conversations based around an equal partnership have been 
shown to increase teacher autonomy (Knight, 2019), and it was presumed that they would 





Procedures for this study were reviewed by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
of Boston University’s Charles River Campus (protocol # 5186X). The IRB determined 
that it was not human subjects research, and therefore a full IRB review and approval of 
the protocol was not required. Despite the IRB determination, it was considered 
appropriate to provide the coaches with informed consent, prior to the interviews, and to 
take special precautions around the collection and storage of data in this study. (See 
Appendix F for the informed consent form provided to each coach who agreed to 
complete the one-on-one interview, which details procedures for confidentiality, etc.) 
Data Collection 
Data were collected through three complementary sources: (a) systematic 
observations conducted by the researcher; (b) the researcher’s field notes (particularly 
detailing the nature of one-on-one conversations between myself and the Get Ready 
coaches); and (c) semi-structured interviews with the coaches. A statement on researcher 
positionality appears at the end of this section. 
Researcher Observations 
Utilizing an adapted version of an observation and coding tool (the “List of 
Observed Need-Supportive Teaching Behaviors”) developed and validated for use with 
physical education (PE) teachers (Haerens, Aelterman, Van den Berghe, De Meyer, 
Soenens, & Vansteenkiste, 2013), I conducted observations of Get Ready sessions on 
several different occasions. This observation tool was created as a systematic method for 




needs theory (BNT), a component mini-theory within SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000; Deci & 
Ryan, 2002). Because the original observation tool was designed for use with PE 
teachers, the prompts were all teaching-focused, and some were not applicable to the 
coaching context at Get Ready. Therefore, minor adaptations were made to appropriately 
update the language used in the tool, and to more appropriately align the behaviors being 
observed with typical autonomy-supportive coaching behaviors (as opposed to 
autonomy-supporting teaching behaviors). (See Appendix G, to see a copy of the List of 
Observed Need-Supportive Teaching Behaviors (Haerens, et al., 2013), as well as the 
adapted List of Observed Need-Supportive Coaching Behaviors used in this study.  
These observations provided data on the frequency and timing of need-supportive 
behaviors in the naturally occurring setting that Get Ready takes place in. Using a 
systematic tool allowed for standardized observations to be made consistently. The data 
that was collected provides additional qualitative evidence of coaches’ need-supportive 
behaviors, complementing other methods of data collection. Additionally, the 
observational data was used during two ensuing parts of the training and research 
process. First, I used the data during the informal one-on-one/small group conversations 
that I had with coaches. My observations allowed me to provide specific examples of 
each coach’s behaviors, encouraging more fruitful discussions that were based on 
coaches’ actual/observed behavior (as opposed to hypothetical/future behavior). Second, 
I used the observational data to add depth to the semi-structured interviews — serving as 
a cue for the interviewer to prime the interviewee’s memory, and as a conversational 




coaches exhibited (and/or that I observed), and what might have led them to acting in 
such a way (or if they were even aware of that behavior). Finally, the data collected 
through the observations provided additional data points to support coaches’ interview 
responses and as evidence for their self-reported behaviors, strengthening my findings by 
supplementing the coaches’ self-reported behaviors, which are inherently biased, and 
often incorrect (Smith, et al., 1978; Smith & Smoll, 2017), with my own observations 
(which are subjective and come with their own biases).  
Field Notes 
To gather as much information as possible about the Summer 2019 iteration of the Get 
Ready program, and its coaches, athletes, and an understanding of the complexities of the 
system, I attended every Get Ready session throughout the summer. The program met 
three days a week, for roughly three to four hours per day. Each day included two to three 
hours of programming time (with the student-athletes in attendance and working out), 
and a post-session coach debrief session, which usually lasted for roughly another hour. 
The first few weeks were largely spent assimilating myself into the Get Ready 
environment — building rapport, gaining trust and cultivating relationships with all 
stakeholders involved in the program. After these first few weeks, I consulted with the 
program administrators about my daily role at Get Ready, and ultimately assumed an 
observer-as-participant role, characterized as “one who participates moderately, but 
principally watches the culture from the social periphery” (Atkinson, 2016, p. 50).  
In this observer-as-participant role (Atkinson, 2016; Thorpe & Olive, 2016), I 




and otherwise tried to embed myself within the group, in an attempt to reduce my 
influence on the Get Ready environment. Integrating myself could certainly influence the 
participants’ behavior, simply due to my presence and possibly being seen as an outside 
observer, therefore biasing the findings of this study. At the same time, given the delivery 
method of the MAC-RGR, it seemed necessary for me to be around the program, 
regularly interacting with the coaches. The hope was that my constant presence would 
become normalized — whether I was collecting data, working with coaches, or just 
hanging around — thereby reassuring program participants that they could act as they 
normally would during Get Ready without concern for my presence.  
My role of observer-as-participant would manifest itself in different ways, 
depending on the day. At times, I would simply sit and watch, sometimes I would 
observe specific coaches and/or behaviors (see above), and at other times, I would spend 
time talking with coaches and/or athletes — building rapport and relationships, learning 
about the various individuals within the Get Ready system, and learning about the overall 
dynamics of said system. At other times, I would provide individual coaches with 
coaching or feedback, occasionally instructing them, and asking them about what they 
did and why. By attending daily, and acting as a passive participant in the program, my 
hope was to appear (to an outsider) as another coach-facilitator, who was a normal part of 
the program. By doing this, I hoped to make my presence fairly ordinary, normalizing my 
overall behavior, and allowing me to fluidly shift between observer and participant, 
without much disruption. This role of observer-as-participant made me a part of the 




training and education to the coaches).  
I recorded copious field notes during each session of Get Ready, and then reread 
them after the conclusion of each session. Revisiting my notes after each day’s session 
allowed me to add things I forgot, process my notes in a more global way, and to clarify 
anything I had written. Doing so right after each session ensured that my memory of that 
day’s events was as accurate as possible, and allowed me to think about what I could do 
during the next session to help the coaches and to serve my role more effectively. This 
process for recording field notes was in line with the recommendations of Thorpe and 
Olive (2016),  
Writing notes in the field of observation has some advantages in terms of 
vividness of memories, but working within an epistemological framework that 
recognizes knowledge — including memories — as always constructed, we don’t 
believe notes written after leaving the field are any less valid…our field notes and 
journals were not so much ‘jotted notes’ as they were ‘mental notes’, which were 
recalled and ordered as an ‘outpouring of memories, thoughts and words’. 
Ultimately, our field notes acted as both a method of recording observations, as 
well as a space for reflection and analysis during the research process. In sum, 
each researcher working within sporting cultures will have unique challenges for 
recording their observations, and we encourage researcher flexibility and 
creativity to recording field notes that meet the challenges of the sporting space 
and physical requirements of the activity. (Thorpe & Olivia, 2016, p. 132) 




its coaches during my presence there, including any observations I made of coach 
behaviors, noteworthy coach-athlete interactions, any comments I made and/or 
discussions that I had with coaches on that day, and my notes on any other training 
elements that were conducted. I did my best to plan out what training elements I would 
do each day, or how I could assist certain coaches, while knowing that each day’s 
activities were fluid, and my plan would regularly need to be adjusted on the fly.  
I also tried to note my own thoughts and feelings about each day’s training 
elements — how they went, what went well, what did not go as well, what I could do 
differently, comments coaches had made, observations I made of the coaches during the 
trainings, etc. In these self-reflections, I attempted to process my own perceptions of each 
day’s training elements, as well as my biases, reactions, and emotional responses, so as to 
get as complete a picture of the MAC-RGR as possible. At the conclusion of the summer, 
these notes were organized and typed up, amounting to a total of 97 single-spaced pages 
of text constituting my field notes and observations.  
Post-season Semi-structured Interviews with Coaches 
To provide an opportunity for coaches to share their perceptions of the MAC-
RGR, and what contributed to its effectiveness (or lack of), I conducted one-on-one semi-
structured interviews with each of the Get Ready coaches after the conclusion of the 
Summer 2019 session. All nine of the coaches were invited to participate in the post-
season interview, but they were not required to participate as a condition of their 
coaching at Get Ready. Seven of the coaches consented to the interview, which 




observed and worked with all nine coaches, the data collected on the two coaches who 
were not interviewed was not included in the findings of this study). The focus of the 
interviews was to learn more about the coaches’ experiences with the training and about 
their experiences as volunteer coaches in the Get Ready program.  
Prior to the start of the interview, each coach was asked to complete a 
demographic questionnaire, as well as an informed consent. (Information collected via 
the demographics questionnaire is presented, in aggregate form, at the beginning of 
Chapter 7.) (See Appendix C for the complete demographics questionnaire, and 
Appendix F for the informed consent.) I conducted all of the interviews, in a one-on-one 
format with each coach. In an attempt to make participating in the interviews as easy and 
convenient as possible for the coaches, they were conducted in various locations (as 
mutually determined between myself and each coach). Due to logistical and scheduling 
issues, one coach interview was conducted via Zoom. Coach interviews lasted an average 
of 54.3 minutes (SD = 10.8). After completing the interview, all seven coaches were 
given a ten-dollar coffee shop gift card (e.g. Starbucks or Dunkin Donuts), as a thank you 
for their willingness to participate in the interview.  
 As mentioned above, the Institutional Review Board reviewed the study protocol 
and determined that it was not human subjects research, and therefore it did not require 
IRB approval. Nonetheless, after consultation with my doctoral dissertation committee, it 
was deemed ethically appropriate to employ the confidentiality and informed consent 
procedures from the IRB proposal with the Get Ready coaches, as an additional measure 




measure, all interviews were digitally recorded using QuickTime Player on my laptop 
and were stored in a password-protected Dropbox folder on my computer. After the 
interviews were transcribed, the original files were saved to an encrypted external hard 
drive, which was stored in a locked cabinet in my home office. At that point, the original 
audio files were deleted from my computer, and from the Dropbox cloud-storage server. 
A semi-structured interview guide was used to conduct the interviews (see 
Appendix H for the full interview guide). This strategy ensured that all coaches were 
asked a set of core questions (such as: “What are some of the reasons why you coach at 
Get Ready?” and “What, if anything, do you remember from the training?”). The 
interview guide also ensured that the most important topics that related to the overarching 
research questions, were examined and discussed in sufficient detail (Patton, 2002; Smith 
& McGannon, 2017; Smith & Sparkes, 2017).  
A hallmark of semi-structed interviews was that I was free to pose follow-up 
questions, and the interviewees (i.e. coaches) were encouraged to circle back to any 
questions or responses that they wanted to elaborate on, at any time throughout the 
interview (Patton, 2002). This semi-structured back-and-forth process was an attempt to 
enhance the depth and detailed richness of the interviews, and to get a more complete 
understanding of the experiences of the coaches at Get Ready (Smith & Sparkes, 2017). 
Statement of Researcher Positionality 
The investigator should take care not to confuse knowledge intuitively present in 
advance, embedded in preconceptions, with knowledge emerging from inquiry of 




beliefs before the start of the study. (Malterud, 2001, p. 484) 
In this section, I attempt to lay out my beliefs and preconceptions for the reader, so as to 
avoid the situation described by Malterud (2001) above. The study is situated within an 
interpretivist-constructivist paradigm, whereby the goal of research is not to derive any 
objective truth, but instead the goal is to look for meaning in the subjective experiences 
of individuals engaging in social interaction(s) (Ciampolini, Tozetto, Milan, Camiré, & 
Milistetd, 2020; Mallett & Tinning, 2014). When conducting this type of qualitative 
research, the researcher is viewed as an integral part of the research process (Brodsky, 
2008). Interpretivists typically assume a “relative ontology where reality is socially 
constructed, multiple, and based on meaning and understanding in continuous 
transformation” (Ciampolini, et al., 2020, p. 429). Simultaneously, interpretivist 
researchers “do not attempt to predict or generalize behavior, but attempt to understand 
subjective experience in the context of time and place” (Mallett & Tinning, 2014, p. 14). 
Given the relativist ontology of this qualitative methodology and the social 
constructivist epistemology employed in this study, it is critical to explicitly place my 
own perspective and position within the context of this research. As the researcher, I 
bring my own life experiences, biases, and critical lens to my collection and 
interpretation of the data and findings in this study. Therefore, an understanding of how 
my worldview has been constructed is pertinent, whereby I explicitly situate my role in 
the research process. This is particularly true given the characteristically subjective nature 
of this qualitative research and analysis. The following paragraphs, framed by my 




role that my life experiences played in shaping how I gathered, interpreted, and analyzed 
the data in this study. The final research report presented herein, as described by Potrac, 
Jones, & Nelson (2014), “is the product not only of the researcher’s relationships and 
interactions with participants in the field, but also of the analytical capacities and choices 
of the research ‘team’, and their understandings of, and subscription to, particular guiding 
theories” (p. 34).  
Through my educational and academic training in psychology, sport psychology, 
and counseling, I have developed a critical, transdisciplinary perspective towards 
teaching and working with adults, and for investigating life skill development and 
transfer among at-risk youth, who are socially vulnerable, through sport and recreational 
activities. Like many, I am a product of my upbringing, and my worldview has been 
greatly shaped by the values and environment that have been present throughout my life. 
In the ensuing paragraphs, I will outline the following: (a) my personal background and 
history, particularly as it relates to the value I place on sport participation and the role of 
coaches in ensuring positive experiences for athletes; (b) my relationship with the Get 
Ready program and its administrators; (c) the emphasis I place in subscribing to self-
determination theory as a guiding force in my personal and professional capacities; (d) 
my hypotheses and preconceptions about the importance and benefits of coach education, 
need-supportive coaching and its associated motivational climate, and the MAC-RGR 





Personal Background and History 
As a white male who identifies as cisgender and heterosexual, and who grew up 
in a middle-class family, which espoused largely Christian values, I embody a variety of 
the types of privilege that epitomize stereotypical American privilege. I was raised by 
two parents, both public school teachers, in a suburban community outside of Boston. My 
parents (and extended family) created a caring, loving household largely built around 
equality and an even split of household duties (that did not always conform to traditional 
gender roles for parenting). My parents very much advocated an empathic view of the 
world, where my brother and I were encouraged to live by the ‘golden rule’ of Christian 
ethics — do unto others as you would have them do unto you (Matthew 7:12; World 
English Bible, 2000). I attended public schools through high school, which featured a 
more diverse community than what might be considered typical for a suburban, white, 
middle class American millennial. These educational environments provided me with 
significant interaction with people from diverse life circumstances, and gave me an 
appreciation for the diverse experiences of others. However, this environment largely 
lacked any overt discussions of privilege and/or issues of social justice. Attending a 
small, elite private liberal arts college in New England presented me with far more 
opportunities to explicitly explore and understand my place in the world and the issues 
that exist therein. While I certainly come from a place of privilege, I have been 
encouraged and taught by the most important adults in my formative years to be sensitive 
to issues of privilege, oppression, diversity, and social justice, and to recognize the role 




issues in society. 
Additionally, I am a former youth and collegiate athlete, having been an NCAA 
Division III track and field athlete, and having participated in several interscholastic 
sports, as well as community recreation sport programs, and physical activity throughout 
my childhood, adolescence, and into adulthood. Over the past twenty years, I have 
worked, part-time and full-time, in community-based sports programs, most notably at a 
boys and girls club, where I served as the volunteer coordinator for a variety of 
community-based recreational sport programming, and as an administrator and referee, 
(and a de facto coach educator) for a large, year-round youth basketball program. The 
various roles I have held have shaped the value I place on youth sports and positive sport-
based youth development, and they have given me abundant experience with both the 
positive and the negative outcomes associated with participation in youth sports. 
I got into sport psychology because I believe in the beneficial value of sport 
participation, and I believed that, as a society, we could be doing a better job of making 
sure that sport participation actually translates into positive outcomes. I have also had 
myriad experiences with coaches (my own, and those who coached people I know), and 
have seen first-hand both the benefits that good coaches can have, and the detrimental 
impact that bad coaches can have. As I learned more about sport psychology, and coach 
education, I realized that there was plenty of good empirical research out there, but that it 
was not being translated into practice with athletes and coaches. As a former athlete, I 
recognized how beneficial some level of basic sport psychology knowledge is for 




recognized that many people voice their belief that sport participation is good for kids, 
but on the playing fields, I witnessed too much of the opposite — adults who were 
coaching for their own self-interest, and who had no idea how to work with athletes, 
particularly youth athletes. No one wants to be yelled at by an adult, yet we see coaches 
yelling at kids all the time (even kids as young as five- or six-years-old).  
In terms of my credibility and experience with qualitative research, I took several 
upper-level qualitative research courses during my doctoral program, which laid the 
foundations for my work as a qualitative researcher. Additionally, as part of a program of 
research looking at the well- and ill-being of scholastic coaches (Baltzell, McCarthy, 
LoVerme Akhtar, Hurley, Martin & Bowman, 2014), I coded and analyzed data from 
over 500 high school coaches in Massachusetts on a number of open-ended qualitative 
questions related to coaches’ sources of joy and unhappiness. 
Socioeconomic status/race 
Ever since I first volunteered at EHS, I was always highly conscious/cognizant of 
my “whiteness” and the privilege that comes with it. In the context of EHS and Get 
Ready, white people are the significant minority. During my four years at Get Ready, 
most, if not all, of the student-athletes were Black/African American/Caribbean 
American or Hispanic/Latinx. (This anecdotal evidence is aligned with the demographic 
makeup of EHS cited in Chapter 3. According to the Massachusetts Department of 
Education’s 2019 Report Card for EHS, 95.9% of students enrolled at EHS during the 
2018-2019 school year identify as Black/African American (37.4%) or Hispanic/Latinx 




stand out from the norm at EHS.  
I always felt that it was important to empathize with the student-athletes’ 
experiences, to understand that my experiences of the world could be quite different from 
theirs, that my various forms of inherent privilege (e.g. white, middle class, the child of 
American-born parents) sheltered me from some of the hardships that many of the 
student-athletes dealt with throughout their lives. I constantly found myself examining 
my privilege, being aware of it and not taking it for granted, and being mindful of not 
making assumptions about the similarities and differences between my upbringing and 
that of the student-athletes at EHS. Four of the seven coaches at Get Ready during the 
Summer 2019 session were Black or Hispanic (and the children of immigrants, who 
relayed to me that they in one way or another identified with the cultural heritage of their 
parents). In working with these coaches, I also found myself aware of my privilege and 
my whiteness, and trying not to overcompensate for this, while also remaining mindful of 
how this could play into my interactions, observations, and discussions with these 
coaches.  
Relationship with the Get Ready program and its Administrators 
I also have a longstanding, personal relationship with the Get Ready program, as 
well as with the two individuals who have developed and overseen the program since its 
inception. These relationships understandably bias me as the researcher, but are also 
important to my overall understanding of the context and coaches at Get Ready, allowing 
me to interpret the data I was collecting. As mentioned in Chapter 3, I have previous 




four years volunteering as a coach in earlier iterations of the program during my master’s 
program and the first few years of my doctoral residency. I greatly enjoyed my time at 
Get Ready, and I feel strongly about the positive impact the program has on both the 
students and the coaches. I want to identify Get Ready as an effective program, and I 
want it to continue to succeed in its mission. These biases could certainly impact the lens 
through which I interpreted and approached the MAC-RGR, data collection, and data 
analysis. It is reasonable to think that I would only look for evidence of the positive 
impact of Get Ready, and of the coach-facilitators. And finally, the program administrator 
of Get Ready is a mentor, my doctoral advisor, and the chair of my dissertation 
committee. This relationship means that there is the possibility of an unconscious, 
implicit desire to make a positive impression with him and therefore presenting only the 
evidence that would leave such an impression, or to present his work (and the program) 
in a positive light, simply because of my longstanding relationship with both. 
Self-Determination Theory as a Guiding Theoretical Perspective in My Life 
After ten-plus years in graduate school, working with Dr. Amy Baltzell and Dr. 
John McCarthy (both of whom preach the merits of self-determination theory and 
autonomy-supportive coaching and teaching), I too have adopted a worldview of 
teaching, coaching, and sport psychology consulting that aligns strongly with the merits 
of self-determination theory (SDT). I have worked as a full-time lecturer at a small liberal 
arts college in Massachusetts for the last seven years, where I also served as a sport 




Additionally, over the last decade, I have taught undergraduate and/or graduate 
courses in psychology and sport psychology at five different colleges and universities 
over the last decade. In all these roles, my teaching and consulting has been greatly 
informed by self-determination theory and attempting to provide a need-supportive 
learning environment for the students and athletes that I work with that supports their 
basic psychological needs. I intentionally promote, and structure my classroom 
environment, policies, and student interactions around trying to support my students’ 
basic needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness. For example, I do not uphold a 
strict attendance policy in my classes. Instead, I remind my students that academic 
success is associated with class attendance, and therefore encouraged. At the same time, 
they are all adults, and they have to make their decisions about coming to class on their 
own, based on their own lives and circumstances on any given day. I do not want them to 
come to class when they are sick (physically or mentally), or when their focus is required 
somewhere else. I do want them to take responsibility for their actions though, and to 
know that missing class will likely make it more difficult to succeed. But if they choose 
that option, then so be it.  
Additionally, I believe that this motivates myself as the teacher. If the students 
only show up because they have to, they are less likely to be engaged and interested in 
the classroom learning. Therefore, it is on me to structure the classroom environment so 
that it is welcoming, inviting, and engaging, where they will show up to class because 
they want to. If they want to be there, they are more likely to be involved and invested in 





Anecdotally, I see first-hand that SDT (and need-supportive teaching) benefits 
both parties (teacher & student). I regularly get feedback from students that they 
appreciate and covet this support of their basic psychological needs. And as the teacher 
responsible for fostering that support, I too benefit from providing this support (e.g. it 
motivates me, it is more enjoyable than being controlling, their positive feedback is 
reinforcing, etc.). These personal experiences are strengthened by the findings of Cheon, 
Reeve, and colleagues, who found that both the students and teachers benefit when 
teachers intentionally create an autonomy-supportive environment (Cheon, Reeve, & 
Vansteenkiste, 2020; Cheon, Reeve, Yu, & Jang, 2014). 
As I reflect on my relationship with SDT, I have come to realize that the tenets of 
SDT are ubiquitous in nearly all aspects of my life (e.g. personally, interpersonally, 
professionally); the principles espoused by SDT guide much of my behavior as a person, 
teacher, mentor, partner, and friend. As just one example of this, if someone in my life 
tells me to do something (thereby undercutting my sense of autonomy), my default 
reaction is defensiveness and a hesitance to complete that action. Conversely, if someone 
asks me to do the very same thing (thus supporting my autonomy, by providing me with a 
theoretical option of saying “no”), I am likely to respond positively and affirmatively, 
increasing my willingness to carry out the requested task. This has been a default 
response for me throughout most of my life. Based on my own reflections, as well as 
conversations with my parents, this response was present as far back as my childhood, 





Malterud (2001) points out that “interpretation is an integral part of qualitative 
inquiry…knowledge never emerges from data alone, but from the relation between 
empirical substance and theoretical models and notions. Researchers who claim that they 
approach their material inductively, without applying any theory for analysis, fail to 
realize that their stance is unavoidably affected by theory.” (p. 486). Given my 
considerable identification with SDT, developed over the last decade or so, as a guiding 
principle in my life, it is understandable that the theoretical foundation of SDT also 
influenced the way that the data in this study was collected and analyzed. As one 
example, during the interview process, I worked hard to give the participants autonomy, 
by reminding them that there were no right or wrong answers, and that I don’t know/I 
can’t remember are perfectly reasonable answers. Providing these options was done for 
two reasons. First, to support the participants’ autonomy needs, in relation to whether 
they answered interview questions, and how they answered the questions that they did. 
Secondly, this was an attempt to address trustworthiness in the data collection, by trying 
to limit participants’ feelings of answering my questions in a socially desirable way. I 
wanted to ensure them that all of their answers (and non-answers) were valuable to the 
study, and that they should not feel obligated to answer in a way that they thought I might 
have wanted them to.  
Conversely, this identification with SDT, and my longstanding familiarity with 
the theory, enhances my qualifications as the developer and implementer of the MAC-




of my own daily activities and interactions through the lens of SDT, and thereby I believe 
that I am able to perceive seemingly neutral behaviors (my own, or others’) as indicative 
of need-supportive behaviors. Perhaps this means that I am overly eager to see 
nonaligned behaviors as having a need-supportive element to them, but I believe this 
makes me an experienced and competent researcher, who is capable of viewing nuanced, 
seemingly neutral behaviors as appropriately aligned with the principles of SDT. 
Hypotheses and Preconceptions about Relevant Concepts 
The investigator always enters a field of research with certain opinions about what 
it is all about. Reflexivity starts by identifying preconceptions brought into the 
project by the researcher, representing previous personal and professional 
experiences, pre-study beliefs about how things are and what is to be investigated, 
motivation and qualifications for exploration of the field, and perspectives and 
theoretical foundations related to education and interests…In qualitative study, 
researchers commonly claim that they develop hypotheses, they do not test them. 
In a scientific culture accustomed to specific procedures for hypothesis testing, 
such claims are useful for rhetorical purposes, to prevent expectations about 
identical procedures applied to qualitative material. The researcher should not 
deny that hypotheses exist…the qualitative researcher’s task is to explain, and 
maybe question, the hypotheses as ingredients of the preconceptions and as 
reflections, rather than applying procedures for testing them. (Malterud, 2001, p. 
484) 




had several existing hypotheses and preconceptions about the MAC-RGR and need-
supportive coaching, which motivated to carry out this research. These hypotheses and 
assumptions are likely evident to the reader by now, so I will be brief in laying them out 
here. 
1. As detailed in Chapter 2, I operate from the belief that sport has the capacity to 
be used for positive youth development, and that coaches are essential to this 
process playing out effectively. Additionally, coaches can learn how to be 
effective as agents of positive youth development. Specifically, coaches can 
learn how to support the basic psychological needs of their athletes, which will 
translate into positive, prosocial development. 
2. Self-determination theory is a valuable theory of motivation, providing 
structure for how athletes can be effectively motivated (by having their basic 
needs met or supported). I believe that SDT can act as a framework for positive 
motivational styles, and that supporting another person’s basic psychological 
needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness is an effective exemplar for 
motivating human beings. 
3. That a parallel process model for developing coaches, whereby the coach 
developer teaches need-supportive behaviors to the coaches while also 
attempting to foster the basic needs of coaches (which will then be mirrored by 
coaches in their work with supporting athletes’ needs) is an appropriate 
framework for developing need-supportive behaviors and encouraging the 




4. Given my own experiences at Get Ready, as well as through my 
conversations with the program administrators, I operated under the 
assumption that a need-supportive coach development program (such as the 
MAC-RGR) would be helpful to the Get Ready coaches. In the consulting 
work I’ve done, I regularly advocate for behaviors aligned with SDT and the 
MAC-RGR, and I see how receptive others are to my advocacy around these 
concepts. Therefore, I came into this work believing in the practical value in it. 
I still do. However, these beliefs also present an inherent bias to any 
impartiality I might have in conducting such research.  
5. Prior to delivering the MAC-RGR, I believed that coaches would be 
receptive to this training, especially at Get Ready. Armed with information 
provided to me by the program administration about who the coaches were, 
what their backgrounds were like, and what would work with them, I was able 
to tailor the MAC-RGR to their needs and to the specifics of this population. 
While this would be an ideal way to develop and structure any coach 
development program, the arsenal of information that I had access to is not 
always available to a coach developer, and so they might not be as reassured 
about the receptivity of their audience as I was. 
6. Finally, as the creator and developer of the MAC-RGR coach 
development program, I came in with biases about its effectiveness. Clearly, I 
would not have structured it the way that I did if I did not believe it would be 




did not believe that it would be effective. My own credibility was on the line. 
This may have meant that I was biased in looking for evidence that it was 
effective, or that I may not have faithfully adhered to the program as I designed 
it. While the MAC-RGR was an adaptation of the MAC, and its construction 
drew on a number of empirically-derived sources, the actual delivery, practice, 
and evaluation of the MAC-RGR was inherently biased by my own investment 
in its success, which certainly could have clouded my impartiality as a 
researcher.  
Addressing biases and issues of researcher positionality 
In addressing the possibility of issues of researcher bias, there were several ways that I 
tried to bracket against my biases and/or to be open and transparent about these 
preconceptions, such that the reader can draw their own conclusions about the impact I, 
the researcher, had on the methods and findings presented in this paper. 
The illusion of denying the human touch is countered by establishing an agenda 
for assessment of subjectivity. Objectivity means to recognize that knowledge is partial 
and situated, and to account adequately for the effects of the positioned researcher…bias, 
in the sense of undesirable or hidden skewness, is thus accounted for, though not 
eliminated. Subjectivity arises when the effect of the researcher is ignored” (Malterud, 
2001, p. 484). 
As previously noted, I served in a number of different capacities and roles 
throughout the training and research process. While I tried to be fully focused on the role 




therefore my observations, one-on-one conversations, and interviews were 
understandably influenced by my own background, theoretical subscription, and one 
another.  
As the coach developer and educator, I obviously wanted the MAC-RGR to be 
successful, and I made significant efforts to not let my desire for demonstrating the 
effectiveness of the MAC-RGR have an influence my collection of data, but it is 
reasonable to assume that there were some implicit biases throughout the process that I 
simply could not control or account for. When conducting the observations, I used a 
previously validated systematic observational tool, developed by researchers in Belgium 
(Haerens, et al., 2013), in an attempt to be as objective as possible in my observations. 
In my quasi-ethnographic role of observer-as-participant (Atkinson, 2016; 
Thorpe & Olive, 2016), I attended the program regularly, assisted students when help was 
needed and appropriate, and otherwise tried to embed myself within the group, in an 
attempt to reduce my influence on the Get Ready coaches and environment. Integrating 
myself could certainly influence the participants’ behavior, due to being seen as an 
outside observer, therefore biasing the actions of the coaches, and findings of the study. 
At the same time, given the delivery method of the MAC-RGR, it seemed appropriate for 
me to be around the program, interacting regularly with the coaches. The hope was that 
my constant presence would become normalized — whether I was collecting data, 
working with coaches, or just hanging around — thereby reassuring program participants 





These issues of dual roles are echoed by Bean, Kendellen & Forneris (2016) who 
state that within the context of youth programs, particular TPSR-based ones, “many 
individuals involved are community-engaged professors acting in a dual role: program 
leader and researcher” (p. 277). While this does not perfectly explain my role, it does 
highlight the issue that holding more than one role can be problematic, but also a fairly 
common occurrence in community-based sport programs. These authors go on to say that 
“interviews were conducted by these authors, as it has been argued that youth are more 
likely to open up to an individual whom they know and trust, compared to an independent 
interviewer” (Bean, Kendellen, & Forneris, 2016, p. 277). This same assumption applied 
to my role in this research, where it was determined that the benefits and familiarity due 
to my consistent presence outweighed the possible methodological problems that my 
presence caused. 
Furthermore, throughout my time at Get Ready, I tried to remain self-aware in my 
interactions and responses in one-on-one and small group conversations with the coaches. 
I was careful to note my internal reactions and perceptions throughout my interactions 
with the coaches and other parties involved in the Get Ready program. I was fastidious in 
noting these perceptions in my field notes, in order to sustain an ongoing record of my 
awareness related to reflexivity as a researcher.  
When designing this research study, the original intention was to include others in 
the data analysis process, including an undergraduate research assistant who I mentored. 
However, much of the data analysis took place during the early months of the shutdown 




significantly interfered with my ability to collaborate with others during the data analysis 
and synthesis stages of the research process. The data analysis process was adjusted to 
include a significant other, as well as consultation with my dissertation committee. I also 
instituted member checks with several of the coaches, after completing the transcription 
of the interviews, where I asked the coaches to review the transcripts to ensure 
trustworthiness.  
Finally, based on the recommendation that “reflexivity can also be maintained by 
looking at the data, or its interpretation, for competing conclusions” (Malterud, 2001, p. 
484), I attempted to view the findings of the study through both inductive and deductive 
processes and tried to make sense of them through the lens of SDT, but also separately, 
which led to some initial dissonance during the analysis phase about the classification of 
certain coaching behaviors. The data matrices (described in Chapter 5) helped to ease this 
process, by quantifying behaviors for coding and thus allowing me to create inclusion 
criteria based on these quantities. This allowed me to categorize examples of individual 
coaching behaviors as evidence of a larger pattern of coach’s behaviors, or simply as an 
outlier that was not consistent with the coach’s overall pattern. 
Interpretive Description 
Interpretive description (Thorne, 2013) was used in this study because it was 
designed to serve as an applied qualitative research methodology that allows researchers 
to interpret participants’ subjective meanings associated with experiences. This process 
entails identification of characteristics and patterns that capture the phenomenon, and it 




2013; Thorne, Kirkham, & MacDonald-Emes, 1997). Interpretive description was first 
designed to help liberate qualitative researchers from the limitations incurred by “idolatry 
of, and obsession to, methodological integrity” (Thorne, Kirkham, & MacDonald-Emes, 
1997, p. 172), while acknowledging the “constructed and contextual nature of human 
experience that at the same time allowed for shared realities” (Thorne, Kirkham, & 
MacDonald-Emes, 1997, p. 174). Additionally, it is a qualitative method that: (a) borrows 
elements from grounded theory, naturalistic inquiry, and ethnography; (b) involves 
multiple data collection strategies; and (c) encourages ongoing, concurrent data collection 
and analysis processes (Thorne, Reimer Kirkham, & O’Flynn-Magee, 2004). For these 
reasons, interpretive description was a particularly appealing method for capturing the 
complexities inherent to this study. 
Interpretive description provides structure to help capture the ascribed meanings, 
explanations and realities that one encounters in life, built on the philosophical principles 
that, 
1. There are multiple constructed realities that can be studied only holistically. 
Thus reality is complex, contextual, constructed, and ultimately subjective. 
2. The inquirer and the “object” of inquiry interact to influence one another; 
indeed, the knower and known are inseparable. (Thorne, Reimer Kirkham, & 
O’Flynn-Magee, 2004, p. 3) 
These principles, along with the stated intentions of making sense of themes and patterns 
to generate an interpretive description capable of informing clinical understanding and 




particularly attractive for use in the current study, wherein I am attempting to make 
practical sense out of what effective coaching looks like within a complex community-
based sport system like Get Ready, as it is shaped by multiple constructed, divergent 
realities (i.e. the perspectives of coaches, student-athletes, program administrators, and 
myself (the researcher/coach developer)). The conceptual description of the coaches at 
Get Ready, presented in this study in Chapter 7, is not intended to depict a singular reality 
of effective need-supportive coaching within a given youth development program (Pynn, 
Dunn & Holt, 2019). Instead, it aims to provide a conceptual interpretation of common 
(shared) elements of the participants’ accounts, derived through the reconstruction of 
their experiences, based on multiple modes of data, which must then be holistically 
considered in attempting to develop an effective coach program within a given 
community-based sport environment (Thorne, 2013; Thorne, Reimer Kirkham & 
MacDonald-Emes, 1997).  
In the current study, it was assumed that coaches attributed meaning to what they 
considered effective coaching and how one learns to coach, based on their own 
experiences. Through analysis, I interpreted these self-reported meanings and experiences 
further, in order to identify shared aspects, with the intention of generating knowledge 
about effective coaching, coach education, and coach development programs (Thorne, et 
al., 2004). 
Data Analysis 
The observations that I made, and the field notes that I took, were rewritten, 




interviews were digitally audio-recorded and transcribed, resulting in 74 single-spaced 
pages of data from the interviews. Any information that could potentially identify coach-
participants was removed from the final transcript. 
The data were then considered and understood using an interpretive descriptive 
approach and analytical framework (Thorne, 2013), which employs both a data-driven, 
inductive (i.e. bottom-up) approach, as well as a theory-driven, deductive (i.e. top-down) 
approach (Thorne, Reimer Kirkham, & O’Flynn-Magee, 2004).  This analytical 
framework is comprised of,  
comprehending data, synthesizing meanings, theorizing relationships, and 
recontextualizing data into findings…[recognizing] that the researcher, not the 
recipe, is driving the interpretation…it is the researcher who ultimately 
determines what constitutes data, which data arise to relevance, how the final 
conceptualizations portraying those data will be structured, and which vehicles 
will be used to disseminate the findings. (Thorne, Reimer Kirkham, & O’Flynn-
Magee, 2004, p. 6) 
In comprehending the data, the observations and field notes were first taken together, and 
the interviews were reviewed separately. All data was then reexamined a second time, 
starting with the interviews, while considering and interpreting the observations and field 
notes relevant to the coach whose interview was being examined. This process was an 
attempt to synthesize meaning and theorize relationships within the data collected. 
Additionally, during this part of the analytic process, data matrices were constructed (see 




matrices appear in Appendix K. Data matrices were created to assist in the synthesis and 
theorizing steps of the process, based on the recommendations of Pynn, Dunn, and Holt 
(2019) who used an interpretive description methodology to examine parental autonomy-
supportive behaviors in youth sport. Finally, the recontextualizing process took place 
throughout the writing of the results and discussion sections of this paper, in an attempt to 
“capture the important elements within the phenomenon in a manner that can be readily 
grasped, appreciated, and remembered in the applied context” (Thorne, 2016, p. 188). In 
this step, the goal was to present the data in a way that make it easily applied to other 
coach developers and those working with coach development programs. 
Data matrix construction. In an attempt to assist the analytical processes of 
interpretive description, and to create a visual overview of the findings that could be 
presented to the reader, a data matrix was created for each of the three methods of data 
collection (i.e. observations, one-on-one discussions, interviews). Once the data was 
initially comprehended and synthesized by myself (in consultation with my dissertation 
committee), emerging topics and interpretations were considered. The data matrices were 
then constructed to assist in the understanding of: (a) the topics and behaviors that 
emerged from the inductive analysis of the three sources of data; and (b) the topics and 
coaching behaviors featured in the MAC-RGR training elements (i.e. need-supportive 
behaviors, derived from self-determination theory/basic needs theory), which were 
considered using a deductive, theory-driven approach. Ultimately, the data matrices were 
fashioned as an illustration of which behaviors coaches exhibited, and which ones they 




In constructing the data matrices, a table was built showing the occurrence of each 
topic and sub-topic (based on the data analysis), and how often each topic was expressed 
by each coach. In order to be transparent about what is represented in the matrices, 
outlined below are the criteria that were used for inclusion of an “X” in each matrix 
(representing the presence of a behavior, or a frequency of that behavior above a 
predefined threshold), and the exclusion criteria (representing either an absence of the 
behavior, or in some case, a limited frequency of observations of that behavior). 
For the observations, a behavior was coded as “present” for each coach (and 
thereby included) if that coach was observed demonstrating that behavior on four or more 
separate occasions throughout the entire Get Ready session. For the one-on-one 
discussions, a topic was counted if that coach engaged in a one-on-one (or small group) 
discussion with myself, related to that topic, regardless of how it was brought up. Finally, 
for the interviews, there were many topics that I, as the researcher and interviewer, asked 
about or brought up to find out more about the coaches’ thoughts on the topic. For 
inclusion in the data matrix however, a topic was only counted and coded (and therefore 
included in the data matrix) if the interviewee either brought it up on their own, or 
expanded on that concept in their response to my questioning. In some interviews, the 
coach acknowledged that a given topic was mentioned in the training, but did not expand 
on it, or provide any specific example(s). These instances were not counted or coded as 
instances of coaches discussing the given topic, and thus were not included in the data 
matrix.  




consideration of whether or not each coach correctly talked about a given topic was taken 
into account, regardless of whether or not they correctly named or labeled the topic or 
concept; inclusion was based solely on whether they brought up that topic (intentionally 
or unintentionally). The rationale behind this decision was that some of the coaches 
exhibited behaviors during the observations, yet struggled to name or describe those same 
behaviors, and occasionally mixed up the terminology/language. (For example, if a coach 
was clearly discussing autonomy, but referred to it as anatomy, it was coded as a 
reference to autonomy. However, if the coach mentioned autonomy, but actually talked 
about anatomy, it was not coded as a reference to autonomy.) 
Finally, one other point worth mentioning about the data matrices relates to the 
inclusion criteria used when creating the columns under the parallel process heading. In 
two out of the three matrices that were created — (a) the observations matrix, and (b) the 
interview responses matrix — the parallel process columns differ slightly in nature from 
the other columns. In these matrices, all other columns refer to coaching behaviors that I 
observed, and coaches’ interview responses in our one-on-one interview. However, the 
parallel process columns refer to interactions (observed, or recounted in the interview) 
between the coach and program administrator, or between the coach and a senior (i.e. 
more experienced) coach-facilitator.  
Despite the working definition of the parallel process in coach education — “the 
relationship dynamics between coach and athlete are paralleled in the relationship 
between coach educator and coach learner” (Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013, p. 417) — it 




coach educator) and each coach (i.e. coach learner) for two reasons. First, this would 
suggest that as the researcher conducting the observations, I would also be observing my 
own behaviors, which is challenging to do practically, but would also include substantial 
inherent bias and a likelihood of excessive partiality in the observations. Second, many of 
the interactions that would serve as evidence of a parallel process between myself and 
each coach are also captured and counted in the matrix depicting one-on-one interactions 
between myself (labeled as researcher in the matrix) and the coach. Therefore, to reduce 
bias and avoid repetition, the only observed interactions included in the parallel process 
columns of the observation data matrix were the interactions between the coach and a 
senior coach-facilitator that were representative of a parallel process between those two 
individuals.  
Similarly, in coding the interviews, if the coach mentioned an interaction that fit 
the inclusion criteria for evidence of a parallel process (e.g. a coach facilitator displaying 
need-supportive behavior towards that coach), it was coded and included in the interview 
matrix, regardless of whether that interaction was between the coach and myself, or the 
coach and a senior coach-facilitator. This decision was made in accordance with the 
recommendations of Pynn, et al. (2019), since the intention of the matrices is to assist 
with the theorizing and recontextualization steps of the analytic process when using 
interpretive description. Interpreting the meaning of the parallel process, and its 
effectiveness, was deemed relevant to the coaches, irrespective of who was supporting 
the coaches’ psychological needs, provided that these needs were met (Vella, Crowe, & 




It did not make practical sense to put these observations and/or interview 
responses in a separate table, but the slight differences should be documented when 




CHAPTER SIX: METHODS (PART II) BREAKING THE FOURTH WALL – The 
Practical Realities of Presenting the MAC-RGR Training at Get Ready  
 In Chapter 5, I presented the methods and coach training protocol, as originally 
laid out, prior to my arrival at Get Ready. As is the case with many qualitative 
methodologies, the reality of conducting these explorations rarely plays out in the well-
ordered manner in which they were devised. Qualitative research is messy and nuanced, 
often developing and changing as the research process unfolds. Changes are made on the 
go, adaptations are required at inopportune times, and with the benefit of hindsight, 
mistakes are realized. This was true of the current study, and in this chapter, I attempt to 
present you, the reader, with the real story of how it played out.  
To begin this chapter, the first section will be an overview of what actually 
happened in the trainings. In the previous chapter, the training elements were rendered in 
their archetypal form — a recipe of how the coaches would be provided the trainings, 
given an ideal environment and perfect conditions. Given that “ideal” and “perfect” 
rarely describe reality, I will illustrate what happened when that archetypal recipe was put 
into place, by outlining both the regular adjustments made to meet the constraints of the 
program that were invariably in flux, as well as the on-the-fly modifications to meet each 
day’s given needs. In some cases, this meant modifying training element(s) in the hours 
(and minutes) leading up to it, as well as during the trainings on a few occasions. In this 
section, I hope to elucidate the realities of delivering a pre-designed training in a youth 
sport setting (with socially vulnerable youth), adjusting to the constraints of the setting, 




this section, a table (Table 6.1) is provided depicting coaches’ attendance at each of the 
four trainings. 
 In the second section of this chapter, I will provide some personal insight into 
the qualities, characteristics, skills and abilities that I, as coach developer/educator and 
researcher, believe I brought to the Get Ready program and to the presentation of the 
MAC-RGR training, which influenced my ability to ingratiate myself with the program, 
build relationships, trust and rapport, and potentially impacted the overall effectiveness of 
the MAC-RGR and the research process. As someone who has been teaching at the 
college level for ten years now, I believe that I have picked up on certain helpful 
pedagogical techniques that transfer to my role as coach educator, based on utilizing my 
strengths (e.g. one-on-one interactions; rapport-building) and downplay my weaknesses 
(e.g. organization and time management) when possible. I also present some of my 
insights and experiences attempting to navigate the role of researcher-as-participant (and 
more specifically, my role as observer-as-participant), which posed both benefits (e.g. 
easing the process of building trust and rapport) and obstacles (e.g. possible ethical 
issues; lack of clarity about one’s role). I will do my best to illuminate these experiences, 
clarify how I addressed them, and my rationale for addressing them as I did.  
 Finally, in the third section, I will elaborate on the complexities, circumstances, 
irregularities, and other idiosyncrasies that materialized throughout the summer 2019 
Get Ready session. This account will focus on the three modes of data collection — 
observations, one-on-one interactions, and interviews — as well as some reflections 




Overview of What Actually Happened: Adaptations and Modifications that Took 
Place throughout the Summer (and what necessitated them) 
The development of the MAC-RGR training protocol is discussed at length in 
Chapter 4, and the methodology for delivery of the MAC-RGR is outlined in full in 
Chapter 5. However, despite the intentional development of the coach development 
program and its delivery methods, there was inevitably an inability to know exactly how 
the MAC-RGR would transpire. As the research progressed, I learned more about the 
individuals as well as the context, many of the choices and guidelines I made ahead of 
time needed to be adjusted, reworked on the go, reconfigured, and occasionally simply 
abandoned (not without plenty of trying to figure out how it could possibly work first).  
Conducting coach development in situ with coaches in a community-based setting 
is a complex, dynamic endeavor. No matter how prepared you are going in, it is almost 
guaranteed that something will arise that you did not plan for. In the previous chapter, I 
laid out the methodology of what I planned to do during my time at Get Ready, which 
included factoring in the unknown. And yet, as the summer played out, there were so 
many unknowns and/or changes that popped up that I could not have foreseen. I was 
aware of some of these changes prior to them happening, allowing me to attempt to 
address or come up with an alternative. Other changes happened in real-time, and I just 
had to go with the flow, figuring it out as I went. 
In this section, I will attempt to outline some of the adjustments that were made, 
as well as issues that arose throughout the planned trainings for the Get Ready coaches. 




needed to make, so that anyone who is attempting to implement a coach development 
program or coach education workshop in a community-based setting can either use my 
experiences to prepare for your own, or can get a rough illustration of how it looks, 
preparing yourself to brace for the unknown. There is some advice that I got from the late 
sport psychologist, Dr. Ken Ravizza, that I believe is pertinent here. He said that we 
should “get comfortable being uncomfortable. Because the fear of discomfort is often 
worse than the discomfort itself.” I hope that by illustrating my experiences, it will help 
you, in some way, to get comfortable being uncomfortable in your own setting. 
Continued Adaptations and Modifications during the Implementation of the MAC-
RGR 
The MAC-RGR framework was constructed so that it included four, in-person, 
large-group training sessions that would be presented to the entire group of Get Ready 
coaches. These sessions were designed and developed to be short, time-limited, bouts of 
educational material, built around the principles of SDT, and focused on instilling need-
supportive behaviors. However, despite my best attempts to plan for everything, they still 
needed to be adjusted extemporaneously. I intentionally planned each session to allow for 
changes (by preparing for each training with a three-part plan to (a) cover certain topics, 
(b) hopefully discuss subsequent topics, and (c) have additional topics/discussion points 
on hand that we would maybe get to), but did not fully predetermine the need for changes 
in the hours and minutes leading up to the sessions, and possibly even during the sessions 




adjustments and alterations; I will start by outlining the two most impactful ones — 
coach attendance, and unforeseen human interference. 
Coach Attendance 
Perhaps the most significant factor that led to changes to the MAC-RGR protocol 
was variability in coach attendance. As you can see in Table 6.1, attendance at each 
coach training varied greatly. Furthermore, arrival and departure times for individual 
coaches varied on any given day. These fluctuations subsequently affected who received 
the training(s), how focused (or not) those in attendance were, and inevitably led to at 
least one coach either arriving (or departing) at some point during the middle of the 
session.  
Table 6.1 




(coach pseudonym) #1 #2 #3 #4 
Coach #1 (Joey)          b         
Coach #2 (Robert)     
Coach #3 (Shayna)          c     
Coach #4 (Hakeem)     
Coach #5 (Stephanie)            
Coach #6 (Jen)     
Coach #7 (Elise)           d        e     
Total coaches in   
attendance (N = 7)a 5 4 3 4 





Note. Only those coaches who consented to/completed the interview are included in 
this table.  
aColumn totals include only those coaches who attended the initial training session for the 
entire duration of the session. 
bA black, fully filled-in circle [     ] indicates coach attended training session (in full).  
cA black circle, filled in with grey [     ] indicates coach attended training session, but 
arrived late and/or left early.  
dA half filled-in circle [     ] indicates coach did not attend initial training, but received all 
relevant materials during the next Get Ready session. 
eA blank space indicates that the coach did not attend the training (and did not necessarily 
receive all relevant materials).  
 
These movements were not necessarily distracting to the progress of the overall 
group, but they did cause slight disturbances, even if these were just subtle 
acknowledgments of arrival (e.g. “Hey, grab a seat!”; a slight head nod) or departure (e.g. 
“Take care, have a good one.”; a quick wave goodbye) by myself or the coaches, they 
still caused us (i.e. myself and the group of coaches in attendance) to waste time, which 
was already in short supply. Often, these brief disturbances required some effort to 
regroup and refocus, which then took additional time. There was also a handout created 
for each of the trainings (see Appendices B, D, & E for the handouts), so the process of 
facilitating the distribution of these took time (and focus) away from the training, even 
for coaches who were in attendance from beginning to end. If someone showed up late, 




absent on any given day, there was an additional obstacle to providing them with the 
training materials.  
The issue of coach attendance also contributed to subsequent complications, 
beyond just that day’s training. As mentioned previously, the material presented via the 
MAC-RGR was intentionally rolled out using a scaffolding approach, where information 
presented in one session built on the material covered in the previous session(s). This was 
an intentional strategy, where previous knowledge could then be used in subsequent 
learning. However, there is an inherent assumption in this, which turned out to be a 
significant flaw — a coach had to be present at previous sessions to have the baseline 
knowledge for the subsequent acquisition of new knowledge to occur. A scaffolded 
approach to teaching, much like an actual construction scaffold, only works if the earlier 
steps in the process are already completed. You can’t construct scaffolding starting at the 
3rd floor; you can’t learn how to provide need-supportive behaviors if you don’t know 
what need-supportive behaviors are.  
Unforeseen Human Interference and Disruption 
The delivery method(s) for the MAC-RGR formal training elements were 
intentionally structured to be brief (30 minutes or fewer) and focused. Many coach 
education programs consist of long sessions (from two-hours up to a full day-long 
session, or even longer) (Trudel, Gilbert, & Werthner, 2009). Even the original creators 
of the MAC (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007) saw the value in shorter trainings, and 
one of the factors that pre-empted the shift from Coach Effectiveness Training (Smith, 




training (Smith, Smoll, & Cumming, 2007; Smith & Smoll, 2012). Given the nature of 
their trainings, and the context they were presenting it to, they settled on a two-hour, 
primarily lecture-style training (given on a weekend). One of the initial driving influences 
behind the MAC-RGR was that a two-hour commitment on a weekend was still a 
significant request for many volunteer youth sport coaches (who might only coach a total 
of 10-15 hours in a season, depending on the level at which they’re coaching) (Wiersma 
& Sherman, 2005). The coaches at Get Ready agree to volunteer for roughly six to nine 
hours per week. Many work a part-time or full-time job in addition to their coaching at 
Get Ready. An additional two-hour time commitment would be a significant ask for these 
coaches. 
With the planned brevity of these sessions, it was important that the sessions were 
focused, in order to cover the intended content. This seemed like a reasonable enough 
request, prior to attending Get Ready. But it quickly became apparent that keeping these 
sessions focused was not easy as it first appeared.  
The rationale behind the length of the trainings and the timing that they were 
scheduled for was done to limit the additional commitment that would be required of 
volunteer coaches (many of whom worked a full-time job during the day, and then came 
immediately to Get Ready for another three to four unpaid hours). It did not seem fair to 
ask them to sacrifice much additional time. It was also expected that their ability to focus 
for any longer than 30 minutes would be limited, given these time commitments (which 
for some meant they were putting in a ten- to twelve-hour day). It was theorized that any 




The “formal” group trainings took place somewhere within the same environment 
as Get Ready (a weight room, basketball gym, and dance studio that were all adjacent to 
one another, connected by a hallway, which inevitably meant that there were student-
athletes constantly coming and going. Sometimes it was people showing up early; other 
times it was people lingering afterwards and staying a bit late. There were also those 
students who forgot something, leading them to sprint back to the weight room (where 
the coach debrief was usually held, and thus where the group training sessions took 
place). Often this meant an unexpected, violent explosion of an entrance (for those of us 
in the room), with the door smashing open, accompanied by a panicked, breathy squawk 
about a missing phone charger that — based on their unhinged condition in that moment 
— is presumably their only source of oxygen in the world. Needless to say, these 
disruptions (which almost always ended with the aforementioned teenager, temporarily 
stunned/confused/embarrassed when confronted by a group of 10–12 adults seated in a 
circle, followed by a rapid series of apologies) took time to resolve and recover from. 
Sometimes, they also included one or more coach getting up to help search for said 
“oxygen source”, which caused additional disruption and occasionally initiated a chain 
reaction of dysconnectivity (I was certainly not immune to these moments myself). There 
were also times when EHS coaches might pop in, or the principal would stop by, or a 
variety of other human intrusions (some more important than others), but all of which are 
at least slightly disruptive, and in certain scenarios, need immediate attention. No matter 
how these manifested, it would be hard to argue that they did not have some impact on 




than expected. There was not necessarily any way to plan for these individual events 
ahead of time, other than to plan that they will inevitably happen and screw things up, 
and you have to be prepared with how to address them (somehow).  
Additional Variables that Required On-the-spot Modifications 
Some of the other factors that led me to make adjustments when presenting the 
MAC-RGR during the Summer 2019 Get Ready program were each day’s weather 
conditions (including the temperature and climate in the weight room, as well as the 
outdoor climate), student-athlete attendance (e.g. how organized they were to get started; 
how long they stuck around at the end), the structure and location of that day’s activities 
(e.g. some days included both indoor and outdoor elements, which required more initial 
set-up from the coaches, which made it complicated to schedule a training session on that 
day), timing of the location (e.g. immediately prior to that day’s session, at the end of the 
day’s session), and the overall subjective vibe of the group of coaches on the given day 
(e.g. how emotionally and cognitively invested the coaches seemed to be, based on my 
observations, my interactions with them, as well as their levels of input and/or feedback). 
Many of these factors were understandably subjective, and as the coach developer 
presenting the training, I regularly had to make decisions about what could be 
accomplished in the given time, based on the above factors, and I also had to be prepared 
for the possibility of both significant coach input and participation or little to no input or 
participation. I came to realize that the timing of the sessions (i.e. before/after the Get 




the effectiveness of my interactions with them (i.e. informal training sessions) and on the 
overall dynamic of the group sessions (i.e. formal training sessions).   
Reflections on each MAC-RGR Training Session 
The first training session was conducted during the coaches’ circle-up, near the 
end of the second Get Ready session of the summer (during the first week). It mostly 
consisted of a brief overview and explanation of the training and research process, as well 
as an introduction to SDT and BNT. While it was not content heavy, it did allow me, as 
coach educator, to get some baseline assessment of the coaches’ knowledge and 
experience with SDT/BNT and coach education. It also gave me an opportunity to 
introduce myself, and what I would be doing there, to all (or almost all) of the coaches at 
one time. It was intended to serve this purpose, but it did make it easier for me to talk to 
all of the coaches, because they at least knew who I was, and several of them introduced 
themselves to me (meaning that I didn’t always have to be the one reaching out to them). 
It also at least partially conveyed my role to them, so that they would have an idea of 
what I was doing, and what I was likely going to participate in, and what I was not going 
to participate in. These are all issues that came up at various times for me, given my 
researcher/observer-as-participant role at Get Ready. And I do believe that by 
addressing these issues a bit on one of the first days, it was much easier for me to deal 
with them down the line. 
The second training session took place during the hour prior to Get Ready, 
between 2–3pm, where some coaches typically wander in a bit later, and other coaches 




student/teacher/coach/ administrator about something related, or unrelated, to Get Ready. 
During this time, the student-athletes are also starting to meander in, and so there can be a 
number of people bustling about. We elected to start this session at around 2:40pm, once 
most of the coaches had arrived and gotten settled, but with enough time to finish up by 
about 3. During the session, one coach left about one-third of the way through, and 
another coach showed up about three-quarters of the way through the session. While 
neither of these changes caused a great disturbance, they did disrupt things momentarily 
(in ways that were alluded to above in the section on coach attendance) and detracted 
from the precious few moments we had to conduct this session.  
Recall from Chapter 5 that each of the four coaching sessions were intended to 
take place with the entire group of coaches together, either before or after that day’s 
session of Get Ready. However, given the dynamic, ever-evolving nature of the program, 
it became clear that this would not always be possible, nor would it always be the most 
effective method of delivery, because on many days, it was difficult for all of the coaches 
to gather at the same time, in the same place. Prior to any given session, coaches arrive at 
different times, and each coach may find themselves engaged in different goings-on, from 
talking to a student-athlete, to planning some element of that day’s programming and 
activities.  
For example, on the day that the third session was scheduled to take place, the 
pre-program bustling was particularly hectic, and roughly five to ten minutes before the 
planned start time, only three of the seven coaches had arrived, and only one of the four 




two were going to be absent on this day anyways). Given the limited attendance, as well 
as the hectic environment (quite possibly attributable to the absence of two senior coach-
facilitators), the decision was made to shift the delivery of the training from being 
conducted in the large group before that day’s session, to being conducted individually 
throughout the day. The same material would be conveyed to all coaches, but it was 
covered in one-on-one conversations with each of them (outside of the main Get Ready 
program area). This adaptation was largely pragmatic, to make better use of everyone’s 
time, while also allowing me the flexibility to meet individually with the coaches who 
were in attendance at the beginning, as well as the coach who showed up a bit later in the 
day, and then the one-on-one style training could also be delivered to the absent coaches 
during the next meeting of Get Ready. 
As described in Chapter 5, this third training session largely took place during the 
actual Get Ready programming time, where I provided the same training to each coach 
individually, and I concluded each session with a conversation with the coach about their 
coaching, in general, and how they can continue to provide autonomy-support to the 
athletes. Essentially, the one-on-one training method also opened up a more general 
coach education discussion, tailored to each coach.  
While the one-on-one interventions helped me to tailor the material to each coach, 
it also meant that I often needed to try to find a time for these interventions that did not 
disrupt their coaching and/or interactions with the student-athletes. In some cases, we 




& Manley, 1997; Williams, Deci & Ryan, 1998) that were central to this day’s training 
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However, in a few cases, it also meant our conversation was brief, as it took place in 
between sets or exercises (or on another day, because one coach was absent), and I could 
tell from these coaches that they were not fully focused, as they were itching to get back 
to whatever it was they were doing. These few coach interactions were not necessarily in 
what you might call an “ideal setting” for listening and comprehending. We were in the 
EHS weight room, during Get Ready sessions, surrounded by twenty-plus male teenagers 




typical loud, intense (and sometimes shouting) teenagers in the weight room. Once again 
on this day, coach attendance was a critical factor to how the training session played out, 
as one of the coaches had to be on a phone call during the middle of that day’s 
programming, making it challenging to wrangle them for a one-on-one conversation.  
The fourth session was conducted near the end of the Get Ready period, after the 
coaches’ circle-up in the hour between roughly 7–8pm. On this day, one of the senior 
coach-facilitators, Professor McCarthy, was not able to attend Get Ready, and he is the 
one who usually led the coaches’ circle-up. This led to a less focused coaches’ session. 
By this time in the day, many of the coaches are tired and less focused anyways, so 
without Professor McCarthy there, it was particularly evident and difficult to organize 
and maintain structure of the circle-up, which did not bode well for the training session 
either. While all of the coaches in attendance on that day stuck around for the session, it 
was evident that their energy levels were waning, and they were ready to go home. This 
meant that this final session did not feel to me as productive as previous sessions, and 
certainly did not have as much participation from all of the coaches. This does not 
necessarily mean that the coaches took less away from this session, but as the one leading 
the session, it felt that way to me. The timing of this session (at the end of a fairly long 
day), combined with less structure than normal, and its lackluster tone was an important 
lesson for me as coach developer going forward, something which I will try to avoid in 




Personal Insights from the Researcher 
 Anyone who has attempted to conduct research in situ — in naturally-occurring 
environments with people who are going about their everyday lives — knows that the 
research is complex and multidimensional (Lyle, 2018). It starts with getting yourself 
comfortable within the setting, and trying to get the individuals in that setting to become 
comfortable with you and your regular presence. This requires significant time and effort, 
spent cultivating relationships and working to intentionally establish rapport. And this is 
just the first step, the one that allows the researcher to truly enter into this dynamic new 
context, establishing the groundwork necessary to learn about the participants. (For me, 
this was primarily done with the Get Ready coaches, but also included cultivating 
relationships with the student-athletes, as there was no easy way to interpret and 
understand each group of individuals separately when considering the context of Get 
Ready sessions). Of course, to learn about the coaches, they had to be willing to share 
that information with me, which meant trusting me, understanding my role and purpose 
in that context, and recognizing what I was planning to do (and not do) with any 
information I collected. Conversely, I had to be willing to devote significant time to just 
being present with them — listening to their stories, demonstrating my genuine interest in 
them as human beings, and showing my acute interest in who they are and what their 
experiences are like.  
 As I’ve mentioned in previous chapters, I had experienced the Get Ready program 
earlier in my graduate studies when I acted as a volunteer coach-facilitator in previous 




my close relationships with the two senior coach-facilitators (who have been with the 
program since its inception in 2007), meant that I had some idea of what the students’ 
and coaches’ backgrounds were like. It also meant that I was able to acquire some 
background information on the Get Ready participants without directly asking the 
coaches/student-athletes. I was highly attuned to how this pre-existing awareness could 
bias my interactions with the coaches (and subsequently the process of collecting data on 
them). Therefore, even though I knew some basic information about the coaches, I made 
certain to explicitly ask them about any information I had received second-hand, so that 
any knowledge I would rely on for this study ultimately came from them, and not from 
my preexisting notions and assumptions about them. For example, I know that many 
students at English High come from what are often described as difficult backgrounds. 
Many of them identify as BIPOC10, with parents who are first-generation immigrants to 
the United States, and many are from lower-socioeconomic-status, working-class 
families, and must grapple with the well-documented hardships faced by many people in 
these frequently marginalized populations.  
 In discussing the social unrest in the United States stemming from, among other 
things, Colin Kaepernick’s social protests during the national anthem, the Black Lives 
Matter movement, and a heightened awareness around racial issues in the National 
Basketball Association, San Antonio Spurs head coach, Gregg Popovich, himself a white 
 
10 In the wake of the June 2020 murder of George Floyd and the resulting racial unrest, the acronym 
BIPOC has been adopted by scholars and journalists to refer to Black, Indigenous, and People of 
Color. Much of this paper has been written during 2019–2020 and therefore, it is the term I have tried 




male, depicted the privilege that many white men experience in the following way,  
It’s like you’re at the 50-meter mark in a 100-meter dash. And you’ve got that 
kind of a lead because, yes, you were born white. You have advantages that are 
systemically, culturally, psychologically there. And they have been built up and 
cemented for hundreds of years. (Wise, 2017) 
I believe that Popovich’s statement appropriately describes the experience of many of the 
EHS student-athletes (and Get Ready attendees). Because many of these students (and 
some of the coaches) were simply playing with the metaphorical hand that they were 
dealt, they start the metaphorical race of life well behind some of their competition, and 
that disadvantage endures, in various forms, throughout much of their young lives. 
Having said all of this, however, I did not want to assume anything about any individual 
coach or athlete, based on what I knew of the population at-large. I was careful to 
independently confirm any relevant background info that I heard, and to continually, 
actively challenge my own assumptions about this population, while making sure that I 
relied on the coaches’ own words and narratives to shape my findings, interpretations, 
and conclusions.  
 In the following paragraphs, I describe some of my own personality factors and 
learned behaviors which shaped my abilities as a coach developer, as well as the style and 
tone with which I conducted the MAC-RGR. I will then detail some of my experiences in 
navigating the multiple roles I had to balance while carrying out both the MAC-RGR 
implementation and the research portions of this study. Finally, I will dive into the 




irregularities, and other idiosyncrasies inherent to Get Ready, and which had to be 
accounted for (as best I could) in the delivery of the MAC-RGR and the data collection 
process. 
Personality Factors and Teaching Abilities as a Factor in Coach Education and 
Development 
 This section features a description of my own relevant life experiences and how 
they shaped my ability to conduct the MAC-RGR training, specifically my aptitude for 
(a) addressing diverse audiences, (b) picking up on details and nuances in the setting, and 
(c) adapting on the fly. I will discuss some of the skills that I’ve picked up throughout my 
life that are valuable for coach development, particularly when operating within the 
vibrant social systems that coaches often find themselves in (comprised of complex, 
multifaceted groups of individuals, coming from varied backgrounds and life 
experiences).  
 I have come to realize over the course of ten years of graduate study in counseling 
and sport psychology that I possess a highly attuned sense of self-awareness (likely 
acquired through a combination of genetics, environment, learning and experience). I am 
acutely aware of my thoughts, feelings, and behaviors, as well as the space that I occupy 
and the messages (both implicit and explicit) that I convey through my language, posture, 
and behavior. And I have come to learn that not everyone possesses these skills, despite 
my previous assumptions to the contrary. Self-awareness is a double-edged sword — it 
makes me a skilled reflexive practitioner who generally takes criticism in stride and can 




overthink many things, pick up on nuances that may or may not matter in any given 
situation, and be acutely aware of my surroundings (occasionally to the point of both 
literal and figurative paralysis-by-analysis).  
 During the past ten years, I was diagnosed with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 
Disorder, and I received formal diagnoses for two maladies that I knew I had been 
struggling with for more than a decade, but had never sought treatment for — major 
depressive disorder, and generalized anxiety disorder. I mention this array of mental 
illness diagnoses because I have come to realize, through the diagnostic and treatment 
processes, that many of the skills and abilities that I have are actually relatively common 
manifestations of ADHD, depression, and/or anxiety symptoms (and are even common 
indicators of the existence of these disorders), and the expression of these symptoms may 
actually help me to succeed in certain contexts.  
 In his 2013 New York Times bestseller, David & Goliath, author Malcolm 
Gladwell makes the argument that perceived disadvantages and setbacks are, in fact, the 
driving forces behind certain successful outcomes, and that sometimes what are perceived 
as sources of great strength are also sources of great weakness, ultimately providing 
numerous examples of his central thesis: “the advantages of disadvantages (and the 
disadvantages of advantages)” (p. 17). Gladwell argues that what made Goliath a feared, 
formidable warrior, adept at close hand-to-hand combat — his enormous size — also 
made him uniquely unprepared to face a challenger like David, a mere shepherd boy. 
Many shepherds of the day were sharpshooters with a slingshot, which was a necessary 




called, were an essential member of many ancient artillery units, similar to a sniper in 
modern warfare. Gladwell references an Israeli ballistics expert who asserts that at a 
distance of thirty-five meters, an expert slinger (which evidence suggests David would 
be) would be able to sling a rock with roughly the same accuracy and velocity as a bullet 
shot from a modern handgun.   
 Goliath’s massive frame (which Gladwell argues is likely a result of an overactive 
pituitary gland, a medical condition common in people over seven feet tall and 
characterized by excess human growth hormone) made him an impossible foe in strength-
based fighting. Unfortunately, it also made him a colossal, plodding target with blurry 
vision (a common symptom of that same pituitary issue). This essentially means that he 
was a proverbial sitting duck for someone like David, a marksman with a rock and a 
slingshot, whose expert skillset was backed by his faith-based confidence that he believed 
was bestowed upon him directly by God. The key to David’s success, as Gladwell 
concludes, was his willingness to fight according to his own strengths, not according to 
the rules of combat as Goliath (and most other warriors of the time) deemed them. 
Gladwell goes on to recount a number of stories to demonstrate “how much of what is 
beautiful and important in the world arises from what looks like suffering and adversity” 
(Gladwell, 2013, p. 1).  
 I relay this vignette from Malcolm Gladwell to set the stage for my own story. 
Similar to Gladwell’s thesis, I have come to realize that my mental illness, which has 
certainly caused me suffering and adversity, also underscores some of the dispositional 




sport psychology consultant, researcher, mentor, partner and friend. In a fitting twist of 
irony, I was not aware of most of this information when I decided to go to graduate 
school with the goal of becoming a professor, but it has occurred to me during this time 
that being a professor is an ideal career for someone like me. By combining some of the 
neurological markers of my mental illnesses (e.g. the important role that the 
neurotransmitter, dopamine, has in contributing to hyperactivity in those with ADHD or 
to difficulties regulating mood as is common in those with depression, while also 
contributing to creativity, and being sociable/extroverted, which are useful traits when 
working with people and being comfortable and adaptive in front of groups) with my own 
learned experiences (via family, friends, school, sports, professional experiences, and 
others) helps to elucidate the foundations of who I am today.  
 While I have many examples to illustrate the impact of these disorder on my 
personality, I’ll provide just a few that ought to help illuminate my experiences. First, 
while the stereotypical child with ADHD often struggles with schoolwork and may act 
out in class during elementary school, I was not that child. At all. I loved school, did well 
in school (partly due to my parents both being schoolteachers), and thrived. ADHD was 
likely a major influence in that. Because unlike the stereotypical child who is physically 
hyperactive, my hyperactivity is largely internal and cognitive. I talk very fast, and I 
think even faster. I often process information at a blistering speed, and this allowed me to 
complete math problems in my head much faster than my peers.  
 It has also empowered me to feel quite comfortable in the spotlight, in front of a 




have always loved teaching and feel energized doing so. I am able to come up with 
relevant examples of class topics, or apply topics to novel situations. This skill also 
serves me well as a coach developer, where I aim to translate academic knowledge (i.e. 
self-determination theory) into a more relatable language that coaches understand. In this 
setting, it is quite advantageous for me to quickly drum up examples of coaching 
behaviors (i.e. need-supportive behaviors) for specific contexts, relevant to each coach. 
For a long time, I did not see myself as traditionally “creative” — I’m a terrible artist 
who is good at math — until I started to realize how creative I can be with words, 
phrases, and language, especially when trying to come up with a new way of seeing 
something or a unique application of a theoretical example. 
 A second example is more indicative of how I have learned to cope with ADHD 
than with the actual symptoms of ADHD. In school, I was never a voracious reader, but I 
have always been someone who learns best in classroom settings, partially because I take 
copious notes, which often appear to be verbatim transcripts of what was being said. For 
a long time, I didn’t really know why I did this; I just knew that it worked for me. I have 
learned that this is an oft-recommended coping mechanism for those with ADHD. I can’t 
learn, if I’m not paying attention. And I struggle to pay attention solely by listening to a 
speaker…it’s just not stimulating enough to my overactive brain. But listening to a 
speaker, and writing down much of what they say, provides just enough attention-
focusing stimuli for my brain to stay engaged. By staying engaged, I pay attention and 
listen more effectively, and consequently, I learn more. Conveniently, I learned that this 




am transparent, when necessary, about my need to take notes, which can be misconstrued 
as not paying attention, when in fact it is the opposite) makes me a good listener. It helps 
me to not only be cognitively engaged with what another person is saying, it also helps 
me to demonstrate that engagement by asking questions, repeating what they say for 
clarification, or being able to refer back to something they said earlier in the conversation 
— all hallmarks of active listening, a skill seen as critically important for counselors, 
therapists,  and other helping professionals. In turn, by being a good listener, I 
demonstrate empathy more effectively, and ask good, pointed questions. Ultimately, all 
of these individual attributes give me social credibility, as they are hallmarks of being 
perceived as engaged, which leads to positive interpersonal responses from the person I 
am engaged with. I am an extreme extrovert, an avid conversationalist, and an archetypal 
“people person”, all of which serve me well as a coach developer and throughout my life. 
Can I say that these qualities are because I have ADHD? No, not definitively. But I can 
say that the ways my ADHD manifests itself certainly doesn’t hurt my competence in 
these areas. 
 Another personality disposition that has served me well in my various roles, 
particularly as a teacher and as a coach developer, is the enjoyment I get out of learning 
new things and also of assisting others in learning new things (especially if they can 
come to new conclusions on their own, with my assistance). It is hard for me to pinpoint 
when this disposition materialized, because I’ve had an inquisitive nature for as long as I 
can remember. I’ve always asked lots of questions (too many if you asked my parents 




 As I mentioned above, I never considered myself a voracious reader…in the 
traditional sense. I wasn’t one who would sit down and read a textbook; it was boring. 
However, I would regularly flip through and peruse the volumes of Encyclopedia 
Britannica that adorned the bookshelves in the living room of my childhood home. I’d 
flip around, read a few sentences about one topic, and then flip to another page and read 
about a new one. Sometimes, I’d read the whole entry; other times, I’d read just a few 
sentences. I loved watching Jeopardy, and learning new facts, and even to this day, 
whenever I hear something on the news or read it online, I am compelled to fact-check it 
or google it.  
 I’ve always liked school, and I think the dynamic environment of a classroom is 
part of what draws me to academia. I could be teaching a course concept that I’ve taught 
dozens of times before, but in a new semester with a new batch of students, the 
conversations, ideas, applications, and questions that come up in class discussion are 
different each time. And I really love that ever-changing quality inherent to educating 
people.  
 There is a commonly used phrase, adapted from George Bernard Shaw’s play 
Man and Superman, that is often used to describe teachers disparagingly — “those who 
can, do; those who can’t, teach.” While I certainly understand why the tone of Shaw’s 
statement can be seen as vilifying the teaching profession, I also think there’s another 
way to interpret it, a complimentary reading of the expression. And it is particularly 
applicable to sports and coaching. Part of the assumption necessary to view this as 




those who are not good at something teach it is because they cannot do it successfully. 
But the assumption is that those who can do it, who are good at the task, could also teach 
it, they are just choosing not to. However, this is a ridiculous assumption. ‘Doing a task’, 
and ‘teaching someone else to do the same task’ are very different tasks themselves. Yet, 
this misnomer is omnipresent in sports. Across the varying levels of sport, many coaches 
are given undeserving credibility as coaches, because they were good players. Many 
coaches are hired solely based on the ability as players. I’ve seen it throughout my life, 
and it’s usually not even a hidden reason; it’s emphasized as a point of credibility.  
 As so many sport scientists know, playing and coaching are wholly different 
concepts; just because you are a good basketball player does not necessarily indicate 
much about your ability to coach the game of basketball, other than a general familiarity 
with the game and its rules (Beilock, 2010; Rynne & Cushion, 2017). In fact, it may be 
that for some great athletes, one of the attributes that makes them great — not 
overthinking — is also an attribute that makes them struggle to coach others. As Beilock 
(2010) explains, many of the top athletes rarely are able to communicate how or why 
they’re so talented, yet communication is essential to good coaching. Elite athletes may 
know what to do, but they can’t communicate how they do it. She concludes, “as you get 
better and better at what you do, your ability to communicate your understanding or to 
help others learn that skill often gets worse and worse” (Beilock, 2010, para. 6). 
 Bill Belichick is universally considered to be one of the greatest coaches in the 
history of American football, if not American sports. Yet the highest level of football that 




better lacrosse player than he was football player. So why is he such a good coach? 
Because coaching and playing are two different tasks altogether. And too often we 
assume that good players can make good coaches, despite the lack of evidence to back 
this up. Conversely, the mistaken assumption in the expression mentioned above is that 
those who can (and therefore do), can also teach (which they can’t). Of course, there are 
numerous examples of individuals who were outstanding athletes and who go on to make 
remarkable, successful coaches, but to see this as anything other than correlation is a 
common cognitive mistake that I typically discourage first-year students in my 
introductory psychology classes from falling prey to — correlation does not equal 
causation. 
 I value pedagogy, I love teaching, and I am constantly considering ways to 
improve my pedagogical skills or update my teaching to better meet the ever-changing 
dynamic needs of college students. And I bring this same approach to educating coaches. 
Coach developers don’t need to be good athletes, nor do they need to be good coaches. 
They need to be good coach developers. They need to understand how to get through to 
people. That is of utmost importance. All the technical and strategic knowledge is useless 
if you can’t put it into practice, if you can’t put it to use. I know that I do not have a 
particularly impressive coaching resume, or a commanding knowledge of technical skills, 
sport strategy, or other knowledge that is typically evident at coaching clinics. But I do 
have a knowledge of people and what helps them to engage and learn. And ultimately, 
while this knowledge is highly subjective and difficult to teach, I think it’s perhaps the 




“soccer drills” and figure out how to implement them. We don’t need coach developers to 
be able to do that, we just need a good Wi-Fi signal and a printer.  
 Coach developers need to be able to work with people, first and foremost. To 
engage people, and to teach them how to engage others. Coach developers need to make 
people feel worthwhile and feel good about themselves. And then demonstrate to coaches 
how they can do the same for their athletes. Coach developers is probably a misnomer in 
and of itself. Coach developers are people developers. The principles of authenticity, 
empathy, caring, honest, openness, and trust are the technical skills that coaches really 
need to learn. And coach developers need to be the ones who can teach that.  
 One other overarching theme to my teaching philosophy and personality style is 
the influence of self-determination theory. I have discussed the considerable impact that 
SDT has had on my life previously, particularly in the researcher positionality statement 
section of Chapter 5. Rather than rehashing that here, I will briefly describe how SDT 
was a guiding theoretical principle in my life even before I had the language of SDT to 
describe its impact, and how this realization has shaped my behavior over the last decade.  
 As an athlete in high school and college, I was never a standout performer. But I 
always held a leadership role (either officially or unofficially) on the teams, and I felt that 
this was an appropriate role for me. I wasn’t always sure why, but I knew that I had the 
willingness to say what I felt needed to be said to my teammates and coaches, to stand up 
to a coach if that needed to happen, and to support my teammates’ needs in various ways. 
My high school and college coaches all used the same adjective to describe 




and my role. I listened to my coaches, I worked on my relationships with them and with 
my teammates, and I facilitated other relationships between my teammates and/or 
coaches. If the coaches asked me to do something, I usually did it, unless I thought it 
purely didn’t make sense, and in those cases, I would just ask why. But I never asked it in 
such a way that it was disrespectful (because it wasn’t), but instead I was just inquisitive. 
I liked understanding why and having a rationale for things. And as I proceeded through 
my education in graduate school, I became acutely aware of the running threads between 
so much of my athletic experiences, and the roles I played on many teams…these 
experiences helped fulfill my basic psychological needs (SDT: Deci & Ryan, 2017), and 
my roles on these teams usually involved helping others’ to fulfill their own basic needs. 
When I came to this realization during my master’s program, it was eye-opening just how 
omnipresent the tenets of SDT were throughout my life. 
 Upon realizing the centrality of SDT and basic needs theory (BNT) in my own 
life trajectory, I began to intentionally, and directly, apply it to my personal and 
professional life (including how I conceptualize the implementation of a coach 
development program). The most prominent example of this is in how I structure my 
classes at the colleges I have taught at. The policies around attendance, class discussions, 
homework, exams, and groupwork are all autonomy-based. I could go into detail about 
how all of these policies are built around SDT, but I will provide just one example: On 
nearly all exams I give, I provide students the opportunity to create and submit questions 
that could end up on the exam. This gives them some control over the content of the 




(and which won’t be tested) (autonomy; competence), allows them to create questions 
that are suitable for the exam (competence), and reinforces their knowledge of the 
material when their questions appear on the exam (competence).  
 As mentioned in Chapter 5, I never make attendance mandatory, to put at least 
some of the onus of attending on them. It also puts some of the onus on me, which works 
towards satisfying my own needs of autonomy and competence. And this attendance 
policy also means that I focus on establishing rapport, building connections with them, 
and inspiring some feelings of relatedness to me, and to each other (and hope they 
reciprocate). I also always make sure to learn about them, and ask about them outside of 
the academic/classroom context, to foster relatedness. This knowledge also allows me to 
come up with examples around class content that will ideally be relatable to their own 
lives, fostering a sense of relatedness between myself and the student(s), but also a type 
of relatedness to the material (as it applied to their own lives).  
 I constructed the MAC-RGR around similar autonomy-based policies for 
attendance, discussions, group engagement, and “homework” (i.e. additional reading). I 
tried to use the same strategies for relatedness, by learning more about them outside of 
coaching and outside of Get Ready, allowing me to apply concepts to the coaches’ 
coaching and/or lives outside of coaching in hopes of increasing the satisfaction of their 
basic needs. Nearly all concepts presented as part of the MAC-RGR, and instructions 
given throughout, were presented in an autonomous way, by using questions (e.g. “could 
I give you some feedback?” or “what do you think about trying this?”) or by giving them 




of the four group training sessions, I provided the coaches with a handout and a short, 
printed-out reading. In giving them out, I would say something like,  
“Here’s a reading with some additional ideas and/or strategies related to what 
we talked about today. It’s worth checking out, so read it…or don’t. I hope you’ll 
find them helpful and worth reading, but I won’t be upset if you don’t.”  
When providing an individual coach with coaching ideas or advice, I’d approach it in a 
similar, autonomy-supportive manner, saying,  
“Here are a few things you could try…if you like the sound of any of them, try 
that one out. If you don’t, that’s okay too. Just let me know and we’ll see if we can 
come up with something else. But don’t try it out just because I told you to, or 
because I'm suggesting them. Try it out because it seems like something you’d be 
comfortable doing, or that you think would be effective.” 
This was meant to give them the autonomy to choose what they would incorporate, 
making it that much more likely that they would incorporate it of their own volition (as 
compared to me instructing it, or forcing it, which would be seen as controlling and likely 
need-thwarting).  
I might then follow up with them to see what they chose, or how I could help 
them further, but I left many of those decisions up to them. At the same time, if they 
asked for my view on what they should do, I’d provide it (while still maintaining an 
autonomy-supportive and competence-supportive demeanor). Providing opportunities for 
autonomy, and providing autonomy-supportive feedback in these ways have been shown 




and subsequently, increases these teachers’ use of need-supportive behaviors and 
strategies with their students (Cheon, Reeve, & Vansteenkiste, 2020; Reeve & Cheon, 
2016). 
 There is one final SDT-related behavior that I have learned to emphasize in my 
own personal, teaching, and coach development philosophies, and implementing these 
philosophies. This is the practice of learning, and using students’ or coaches’ names, and 
doing so early on in your relationship with them. In college, I came to realize that I had a 
bit of a gift for remembering people’s names…it just came naturally to me. I didn’t have 
to work at it; I just remember names and faces. And when I would remember (and use) a 
person’s name at a later date, they were often impressed that I knew it, remembered it, 
and used it. At first, I worried that this came across as creepy (given that it was not a skill 
many of my peers seemed to possess), but over time I learned it was a well-respected 
skill (and one that many people struggle with, particularly in their professional lives). I 
came to see it as an interpersonal strength of mine. (Conversely, I also realized that I 
greatly valued it from others also. When I had a professor in college use my name outside 
of class, I was usually stunned, and it gave me some pride and a sense of self-worth that I 
was worth remembering to them. As I proceeded through graduate school and learned 
more about SDT, I also came to realize that using someone’s name can actually foster 
need satisfaction of all three basic needs. It makes the person feel that I personally notice 
them as an individual (autonomy). It makes them believe that their presence is worth 
noticing and remembering (competence). And it feels good for them when I use their 




in the crowd), while establishing a basic level of connection between us (relatedness). 
For these reasons, it is something I stress in my classrooms, and it is something I stressed 
with the coaches at Get Ready — I would learn their name(s) and use them, and they 
should do their best to learn the names of the student-athletes and use them also. 
Understanding the Complexities, Circumstances, Irregularities, and Other 
Idiosyncrasies Inherent to Get Ready 
In order to ease understanding of the environmental dynamics that factored into the 
idiosyncrasies of implementing the MAC-RGR, conducting observations, and handling 
the one-on-one interactions, I will start by providing a basic description of the Get Ready 
layout and environment. Some of this information was presented previously (in Chapter 
3) to help situate the program within its greater context of the school and city that house 
it. Here, I will illustrate the Get Ready program again briefly, but in a more literal fashion 
about what the daily activities and environment look like, so that the sections that follow 
are easier to understand.  
 Each Get Ready session largely took place in the weight room at EHS, where 
there were a number of folding chairs that could be used for the pre- and post-session 
coaches’ meetings, as well as for the three-point line and circle-up gatherings that took 
place at the beginning and end of each session. (See Appendix J for a rough layout of the 
relevant portions of the EHS floor plan) In the weight room, in addition to the chairs, and 
the typical workout equipment (e.g. free weights, benches, squat racks, full-length 
mirrors on the walls, etc.) and exercise bikes, there is also a white board that could be 




dance studio (which is accessible through a door connecting the two rooms). The dance 
studio was used for one-on-one/small group work, stretching/yoga, circle-ups, and for 
those who needed more open space to complete some part(s) of their workout. 
Additionally, some of the warm-up sessions or individualized workouts would be held on 
the indoor basketball court (located just outside of the weight room), or on the outdoor 
football field and track that were located just down a short hallway from the weight room 
(you may remember this track as the place where many of the Get Ready coaches park 
their cars).  
 On a typical day at Get Ready, during the 2019 summer session, eighty-plus 
percent of programming time takes place in the weight room. The student-athletes were 
generally allowed to play music (of their choosing) during the workout portion of the 
session, but the music had to be off during the three-point line (before the session) and 
circle-ups (after the session). Attendance was not mandatory, but student-athletes were 
asked to sign in when they arrive (for long-term tracking purposes). It is not preferable, 
but on any given day, some student-athletes inevitably arrive late (perhaps because they 
faced an hour-long commute, featuring several different forms of public transportation 
and a 10-minute walk) and/or left early to attend to responsibilities at work or home, such 
as walking to pick up a younger sibling from daycare or arriving to a part-time job prior 
the beginning of their shift. 
 While there is certainly plenty of structure to each day’s session, there is also a 
significant amount of autonomy afforded to the student-athletes at Get Ready, which is 




coach interactions. If a student needs to go to the bathroom or to get a drink of water, 
they can just go. Additionally, many of the students have additional responsibilities with 
a part-time job or at home with their families (recall from Chapter 3, the student who 
brought his little brother with him to Get Ready as he was the default babysitter on those 
days). Given these outside responsibilities, as well as other personal/family issues that 
regularly occur, many students have their smartphones on them at nearly all times. Some 
also use them to listen to music during the workout. And yes, many of them use them to 
text and/or do the typical things that teenagers do on their phones. While they are 
encouraged by the coaches and senior coach-facilitators to put their phones away during 
Get Ready, this is not a requirement. This is intentionally done for a number of reasons, 
particularly for autonomy-support — allowing them to make the choice to have their 
phone on them or not. However, this also means there are regular phone-generated 
distractions, and in some cases, it meant that students had to step outside to take a phone 
call or deal with some other issue that they had going on. And they were welcome to do 
so, no questions asked.  
 Given the substantial autonomy that the student-athletes have, this means that 
most of the Get Ready coaches roamed freely amongst the student-athletes, providing 
coaching and encouragement. The coaches were not preassigned to any individuals or 
group; they collaborated organically as the day progressed. This style of coaching 
allowed coaches and athletes to work together at different times throughout the summer, 
which can easily be argued as fostering a need-supportive environment. Unfortunately, it 




dynamics of the system, and spawned complexities when trying to regularly and 
systematically conduct observations of all coaches and athletes. I will discuss these 
difficulties in the following sections.  
Conducting Observations in a Dynamic Environment 
In their chapter on conducting observations in sport, Thorpe & Olive (2016) remark that,  
it is unfeasible to expect to record everything observed in the field, and thus 
researchers must make critical decisions about what is of significance in the field, 
and what is worth noting. Moreover, the researcher must also decide how and 
where to include their thoughts, feelings, reactions and initial analyses…for many 
sports scholars, making notes in the field can be a difficult task, particularly when 
one is actively participating in the activity. (p. 131-132) 
Given my awareness of these pre-existing difficulties, I made the decision early on in the 
summer to intentionally craft my observer-as-participant role (defined by Atkinson 
(2016) as “one who participates moderately, but principally watches the culture from the 
social periphery” (p. 50)) and to firmly establish how active (or not) I would be as a 
participant. Recognizing the problems that come with taking notes in-situ, and how off-
putting this can be, I made several decisions relative to my note-taking in an attempt to 
normalize it and to decrease the likelihood of it being disruptive or unsettling to those in 
the Get Ready system. First off, I made sure to dress the part by wearing shorts and a t-
shirt or polo, indicating that I was there to participate. I also made a habit of always 
carrying a notebook and pen with me, a pragmatic decision as a researcher, but also 




their constant presence would become seen as an expectation or as a part of my attire, no 
different than my hat or sneakers, allowing me to look the part and blend in at Get Ready. 
 I tried to ingratiate myself into the fabric of Get Ready, where possible. I took 
part, when appropriate, in the three-point line at the beginning of each day and circle-ups 
at the end of each day. I’d grab a folding chair and place myself in the circle with all of 
the students and coaches. I also added my own observations and thoughts to these 
discussions when appropriate and justified, to ensure the continued progress and 
development of the individuals and the group. This also allowed the various participants 
to see me as part of the group, not just as an outsider. It also gave me opportunities to fit 
into the structure of the day, and infuse my own thoughts and questions, particularly 
related to coach development.  
 Given the potential ethical quandaries of this approach, I chose to be as 
transparent as possible with everyone at Get Ready, and to be open about my dual roles 
as coach developer/researcher and pseudo-facilitator/participant, as well as about the 
purposes of my project and what I was doing there. Guided by procedural ethics (Palmer, 
2016), I tried to lay out my role and answer questions related to it whenever they were 
asked or brought up. I negotiated my way through the various situations differently 
depending on the dynamics of the interaction and my role in the relationship. Palmer 
(2016) refers to this process as ‘situated ethics’; that is, I made ethical decisions 
regarding the overt and covert nature of my research based on the dynamics and 
complexities of the individuals, as well as the particular social, cultural and/or physical 




 I had to rely on my intuition about which people needed to know what 
information, and to present my role based on these decisions. For example, when I met 
the headmaster, I was forthcoming about all pieces of the project. Conversely, when I met 
some EHS coaches who would pop in, I did not feel the need to provide as much 
information. And with the student-athletes, I was open about what I was doing, and the 
circumstantial role they played in my research. But I also made it explicitly clear that I 
had their best intentions and development in mind, and was willing to help out, but that 
my purpose in being there wasn’t there to observe them, and that I was there for the 
coaches. I felt that it was particularly important to be forthcoming with the student-
athletes, given that many of them come from vulnerable backgrounds, and may be 
skeptical of an outsider. I empathized with this sentiment (when expressed), and willingly 
engaged any questions they had about myself and my role, in order to make it clear that I 
had no ulterior motives and I felt that by fully addressing their inquiries, they would grow 
to trust me and to see me as just another part of the dynamic Get Ready environment.  
 My assimilation from outsider to insider was facilitated by my constant, daily 
presence at Get Ready from the first day of the session, thereby enhancing what Atkinson 
(2016) identifies as my co-presence in everyday cultural life. At Get Ready, there is 
another customary sighting that lent itself well to normalizing my place and my role — 
nearly everyone has a pen and paper with them throughout each session, most noticeably 
the student-athletes. One fundamental, built-in convention at Get Ready is the use of 
portfolios for tracking student progress. This portfolio system is outlined in detail in 




self-awareness and the promotion of their reflective practices, allowing them to monitor 
and track their own development, while also serving as an important research and 
evaluation tool for assessing the goals and effectiveness of the Get Ready program. For 
the purposes of my research, however, the constant presence of these portfolios 
(consisting of several sheets of paper inside of a red, two-pocket folder) normalized the 
presence of people writing and taking notes throughout the daily session, and I tried my 
best to capitalize on this for my own benefit. I tried to use the times when students would 
normally be writing the most (during the three-point line and circle-up periods) to catch 
up on my own notetaking/recording of field notes, intentionally utilizing those moments 
to my advantage, while also fitting the inherent routines, culture, and norms of the 
system. 
 This does not mean, however, that I did not have to find other ways to record 
observations and notes during each session. Recording notes and observations was not 
always easy and ingrained in the day’s routine. Occasionally, if and when appropriate, I 
took notes (or dictated them to myself) using the Notes app on my iPhone, and then I 
would go back later to process and rewrite those notes in my field notebook after the 
day’s session. Regardless of how much I was able to jot down during a session, I would 
always revisit my notes in the hours after each session as well. This process took place in 
a variety of different places — in the weight room, in my car, or at a library or coffee 
shop — “where writing did not seem culturally strange” (Thorpe & Olive, p. 132). 
Thorpe and Olive (2016) also note the advantages of taking notes after leaving the field 





Writing notes in the field of observation has some advantages in terms of 
vividness of memories, but working within an epistemological framework that 
recognizes knowledge — including memories — as always constructed, we don’t 
believe notes written after leaving the field are any less valid. In fact, we identify 
advantages in such an approach. Overall, we found the small amount of time that 
lapsed between the fieldwork and our written accounts and recollections gave us 
the opportunity to record our observations and experiences in a less frantic…state. 
Working within the post-structural paradigm, our field notes and journals were 
not so much ‘jotted notes’ as they were ‘mental notes’, which were recalled and 
ordered as an ‘outpouring of memories, thoughts and words’…as well as a space 
for reflection and analysis during the research process” (Thorpe & Olive, 2016,   
p. 132) 
I found that taking notes in situ while attending Get Ready allowed me to both record the 
vivid moment-to-moment experiences as well as making brief notes of what I was seeing, 
hearing, and doing. Revisiting my notes within a few hours after the end of each day’s 
session allowed me to then expand on my earlier notes, while also giving me the benefit 
of time to reflect and process my thoughts and notes from earlier in the day, adding 
nuance and providing reflexivity opportunities.  
 The constant buzz and unceasing noise in the weight room provided an ongoing 
soundtrack and considerable audio static/interference to me when observing coaches’ 




Ready could range from a low, undisruptive background din to the triple-digit decibel 
roar of an airplane engine. There was the thunderous bass of hip hop emanating from the 
stereo system, the booming baritones of upwards of thirty (or more) teenage males all 
jockeying to be heard over one another, the echoes of coaching guidance coming from up 
to ten coach-facilitators, and the murmur of other ongoing conversations. All of this was 
on top of the perpetual hum of white noise stemming from the hustle-and-bustle of people 
shuffling about, and the relentless vibrations and thuds of a weighty HVAC 
infrastructure. This ongoing noise required me to rely, at times, on visual observations, 
“paying more attention to the signs and symbols, posturing and interactions of moving 
bodies in space, as well as the tone and inflections of voices” (Thorpe & Olive, 2016, p. 
132), more than relying on the auditory content that I could discern. At other times, given 
the constant noise and lively environment of Get Ready, I found it difficult at times to 
find an appropriate, yet discreet, place to observe the coaches, where I could hear their 
interactions but still remain unintrusive to the overall system and its dynamics. In these 
cases, I was resigned to depending on coaches’ own recollections and self-reports, asking 
them to recall their behaviors and the content of their interactions, after the fact.  
 Additionally, I used an observational tool for systematic observations (the List of 
Observed Need-Supportive Teaching Behaviors) developed and validated by Haerens, 
Aelterman, Van den Berghe, De Meyer, Soenens, & Vansteenkiste (2013). I tried to 
follow their structure and protocol faithfully, but found it quite difficult to do by myself 
in an environment as vibrant as Get Ready with the coaches constantly moving around, 




of Haerens, et al. (2013), I tried to observe each coach’s behaviors in five-minute blocks, 
using a 4-point frequency scale, ranging from 0 (never observed) to 3 (observed all the 
time). But with so much constant activity, it was challenging to sustain the type of 
singular focus necessary to discern and count each of the twenty-one need-supportive 
behaviors encapsulated in the observation tool developed by Haerens, et al. (2013). 
Haerens, et al. (2013) had several research assistants completing the observations, and 
they were doing so during a physical education class period, led by a single teacher. I was 
just one observer, attempting to juggle multiple roles in a less-controlled setting. 
In my enthusiasm about collecting as much data as possible, I likely undertook more 
responsibilities than I should have, given my limited personal and cognitive resources.  
 Serving in multiple roles concurrently, such as coach developer and researcher, 
complicated my ability to carry out both roles as effectively and efficiently as I had 
hoped. The requirements of one role regularly inhibited my ability to executes the duties 
of the other role. For example, because there were so many coaches engaged with athletes 
at the same time, and I was the only person conducting observations, even when I was 
focused on observing one coach (in my researcher role), I found myself ruminating on a 
fear-of-missing-out on other coach development opportunities and interactions (pertinent 
to my coach educator role), which prevented me from maintaining focus on the one coach 
I was observing, because I was also concerned about seizing on possible coach 
development opportunities with the other coaches. This was especially true, given the fact 
that I could likely see the other coaches coaching, given that we were nearly always all in 




developing coaches, while also maintaining the micro-analytic approach of a researcher 
observing a single coach’s behaviors. For these reasons (and the potential associated 
issues with doing the data analysis), I chose not to calculate and analyze my observations 
in the systematic manner that Haerens, et al. (2013) did. Instead, I just used the 
observations as additional data points for understanding coaches’ overall behavior.  
One-on-one Interactions  
 Many of the most important and relevant details of my one-on-one interactions 
with the coaches emerged during the process of data analysis, and therefore are 
communicated in the findings presented in Chapter 8. These details include features of 
both the content of our conversations, and the style of our interactions. In this section, I 
will provide some specifics about how our interactions came about — organically or 
purposefully — and will describe some particular situations that lent themselves 
particularly well to conversations or provided openings for expanded conversations at a 
later time.  
 As a coach developer, I viewed the coach interactions as in-situ coaching 
opportunities, allowing me to seize applicable coaching moments where I could point out 
and reinforce need-supportive behaviors, encourage coaches to think about their 
behaviors, and provide ideas of strategies to utilize. In this way, many of these 
interactions were influenced by instructional coaching practices, particularly the seven 
partnership principles espoused in instructional coaching — equality, choice, voice, 
reflection, dialogue, praxis, and reciprocity (Knight, 2011).  




delivery method. Instead of relying on coaches’ own abilities to figure out how to 
translate the knowledge from a coaching workshop into their own coaching practice, 
these interactions allowed me to work with them to translate knowledge into practice, in 
real time, as they coached. This was an intentional attempt to address criticisms of 
existing forms of coach education as being one-time workshops that had little 
transferrable, practical value to coaches’ regular coaching practices (Vella, Crowe, & 
Oades, 2013). Additionally, coaches have reported that they struggle with the 
translational aspect of coach development, taking skills from the “classroom” (i.e. learned 
in a workshop) and putting them into practice on the field (Fawver, et al., 2020; Santos, 
Camiré, MacDonald, Campos, Conceição, & Silva, 2017; Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013). 
Coaches have also reported that this practical training aspect is a component that they: (a) 
value in coach development programs (Ciampolini, Milistetd, et al., 2019; MacDonald, 
Camiré, Erickson, & Santos, 2020); (b) feel is lacking in coach education (particularly 
online education, which doesn’t allow for on-the-ground coach development) (Santos, 
Camiré, MacDonald, Campos, Conceição, & Silva, 2019); or (c) feel is necessary and 
coveted in coach development programs (Santos, Camiré, et al., 2017). 
 Going in to the summer 2019 Get Ready session, I had a basic, intentional plan 
for what these interactions would be like in terms of coach development — focused on 
adapting the larger group training topics to each specific coach, to answer any questions 
they had, and to provide advice when they wanted it or asked for it. I also expected the 
personal interactions to play a valuable role in building rapport with the coaches, 




formal (another critique of many coach education and development programs, which 
coaches often claim as lecture-based and too theoretical) (Fawver, et al., 2020; Santos, 
Camiré, et al., 2017).  
 As a researcher, however, I approached these interactions a bit like an 
ethnographer, collecting a variety of forms of data on a day-to-day basis. Atkinson (2016) 
clarified the process of collecting ethnographic data in sport, by writing, 
Empirical data to an ethnographer could be everything and anything one hears, 
feels, sees and reads in the field. Most of the time, a researcher will only have a 
vague understanding of what is important at first (i.e. for answering one’s initial 
research question), and so everything is noted, recorded and reflected upon until a 
dominant theoretical idea or set of main conceptual foci emerge in the study. 
Conversations with others, descriptions of interaction, artefacts gathered in the 
field and places visited need to be recorded in meticulous detail. Interviews with 
key informants may be inserted into the ethnographic act to provide focused data 
on conceptual and substantive curiosities coming to the fore, and the research 
focus is narrowed further. What generally starts as a broad and overwhelming 
venture into the sport and exercise dark transforms into a tightly defined research 
venture. There are no magic templates, tricks, tips or steps one may employ in 
order to develop conceptual clarity in a project. (Atkinson, 2016, p. 55) 
The most relevant example of this quasi-ethnographic element of the study involved 
Coach Hakeem.  You may recall from Chapter 3 that Coach Hakeem does not hold 




license. One of the two senior coach-facilitators would often go significantly out of his 
way to swing by and pick Hakeem up and bring him to Get Ready, and then bring him 
back home afterwards. Given my own location and driving route, I essentially drove right 
by Hakeem’s house on my way to EHS each day. On one of the first days, I offered to 
give him a ride home; it just made sense to me. At that time, I didn’t know just how 
impactful this innocent, altruistic decision would end up being for both of us.  
 When it was all said and done, I ended up sharing a drive to and/or from English 
High with Coach Hakeem on roughly two-thirds of the days that Get Ready took place 
that summer.  
It was roughly a 10–15-minute drive, depending on traffic and lights. This meant 
that over the course of that six-week period, I spent roughly there-and-a-half to four 
hours of additional time with Coach Hakeem during our commute together. It also meant 
that I spent significantly more time interacting with him than with any other coach at Get 
Ready. In fairness, we certainly did not spend all of that time (nor probably even half that 
time) talking directly about Get Ready or need-supportive coaching, but this time did 
provide me with several more hours of rapport-building to cultivate my relationship with 
Hakeem, which I do believe translated into better coaching and coach development. It 
provided an informal, yet safe, environment for each to us to be open with each other, at 
times sharing what might perceived as personal, vulnerable details about our lives.  
 It was during these drives that I learned a lot about what it is like for him to live in 
Boston as an undocumented immigrant, who does not remember much of his initial time 




culture, and he still has family members there who he visits every year or two. At the 
same time, he has spent much of his life in Boston, and is more comfortable and familiar 
in the city than he thinks he would be in the place where he was born (and is thus a legal 
resident). This is an impossible paradox that is common for many undocumented children 
who were raised in the United States, and whose lives have been used as bargaining chips 
in political discussions in the U.S. over the past few years. But it causes very real, 
frustrating circumstances for these human beings, and Hakeem is no different.  
 Hakeem wants very much to go to college, and ideally to play intercollegiate 
sports, but he cannot easily afford it. And yet, because of his current immigrant status, he 
is not eligible for most of the available financial assistance for college students in this 
country, be it scholarships or other financial aid, much of which is either government-
backed or government-funded. And so he is currently stuck in limbo, while waiting for 
his application for permanent residency to be reviewed and approved.  
 It was also during these times that I shared some of my own personal narrative 
with Hakeem, who would ask about my life experiences and interests. Because of the 
safety of this environment, combined with how forthcoming and authentic Hakeem was 
with me, I felt it was important to share some of my own personal struggles, particularly 
around my mental health, with him. In both cases, I truly feel that Hakeem and I built a 
trust and honesty, that allowed for the conversations we did have, about coaching and Get 
Ready, to be equally honest and trusting. 
 This time spent with Hakeem did permit me (with Hakeem’s approval) to have a 




— related to the MAC-RGR, coach development, TPSR, and Get Ready in more general 
terms. On a few of the days of large group training sessions, I was able to pilot some of 
the training materials with him. This allowed me to gauge his baseline understanding of 
some concepts (particularly if we had already discussed them, to see what stuck with 
him), to get his feedback on the material, and to check-in after the training for other 
feedback and thoughts. I always made sure to give him the choice about whether he was 
up for discussing this stuff, and he was always willing to indulge me in these 
conversations, even though he certainly didn’t have to. 
 I also found this uninterrupted time with him allowed us to have some very in-
depth conversations, featuring a consistent back and forth, that might last the entire ride. 
Logistically, I wouldn’t often have an uninterrupted chunk of time like this during a 
typical Get Ready session; it was just too busy a setting, and Coach Hakeem’s time was 
in too high a demand. It was during these larger chunks of time that he told about his time 
at Get Ready, which started when he was a student-athlete at EHS and continued after his 
graduation. His unique experiences of Get Ready from both sides shaped my 
understanding of what it was like to be a student-athlete and a coach in the program. He 
also provided me insight into what it was like to be a student at EHS recently, and some 
of the daily hurdles he dealt with (for example, there were times in high school that he 
took public transportation to school, which took upwards of 90 minutes, so he either got 
up at 5:30am to get to school on time, or was late…both of which, understandably, 
happened regularly).  




I felt comfortable enough to reinforce some specific coaching behaviors that I had 
observed Hakeem doing, and was particularly impressed by and wanted to reinforce. I 
wanted to make him aware of just how good he is as a coach, and how skilled he is 
working with this population of students. I got the feeling that he didn’t fully grasp how 
special his abilities were, how adept he was as a coach, how natural it was to him, how 
easily he connected with others, and how much the student-athletes respected him as a 
leader and individual. In the typical context of a day at Get Ready, I’m not sure if I would 
have provided him with the same glowing feedback, because I wouldn’t want to 
embarrass him, or make him feel uncomfortable (as so many of us often are when being 
complimented).  
 It is a rather odd phenomenon that we respond well to praise and that we like 
being told of our strengths, but often we do not know how to react to it, and therefore we 
feel uncomfortable having to sit and listen to compliments directed at us. As I can attest 
to, given my behavior in the instance relayed above, many people struggle to provide 
glowing praise to others, for fear of embarrassing them in front of peers or others, even 
though we are saying only undoubtedly positive things about them. I know that 
everything I said to Hakeem was honest and genuine, but I cannot say for sure if I would 
have said it without the opportunities that our shared commute provided me. Ultimately, 
Hakeem responded well, which inspired me to be sure to provide similar specific, 
positive feedback (especially supporting their competence as a coach) to the other 
coaches, which was also received positively and helped to build my coaching 




 One other worthwhile observation of my one-on-one coach interactions was how 
vital these individual discussions were for gaining knowledge about the coaches’ 
understanding of either the concepts that we had covered in group trainings (to check that 
they grasped these concepts), or the concepts that I planned to cover in future group 
trainings (allowing me to decide what I should focus on, and what I did not need to spend 
as much time, if any). In some cases, this understanding happened by me asking the 
coaches directly about certain topics, or asking for their feedback on them, or simply 
inquiring how they were doing putting concepts into practice. In other cases, I was able to 
utilize some of the time where coaches were milling about (usually before the day’s 
session got started, or after the session finished but before the coaches’ circle-up took 
place) to just talk generally about their coaching, or the training elements, and in many 
cases, the coaches' existing knowledge and/or confusion about any of the topics was 
brought up. (In fact, I was somewhat surprised how often the coaches brought elements 
of the MAC-RGR up on their own in these situations.) 
Interview experiences 
Each interview typically has irregularities and other quirks throughout. I have 
attempted to detail these in the following paragraph, considering how these circumstances 
played out within the interview, and how they may have impacted the interviewee 
(positively or negatively) and the collection of this data. 
Three of the coach interviews were conducted in the dance studio at EHS. These 
interviews took place during and after the last Get Ready session of the summer. Given 




immediacy of that day’s session, or that their responses were biased towards the most 
recent (and therefore the easiest to recall) events. Also, because they were coming 
directly from their coaching duties, it is possible that they did not have ample enough 
time to appropriately consider some of the questions I posed. Also, given that the 
interview took place within the Get Ready setting, there were several, unintentional 
interruptions from coaches or athletes coming into the dance studio, either by mistake or 
to grab a piece of equipment. These interruptions did not cause any significant, lasting 
disruption to the interviews, but certainly could have interfered with the flow of our 
interview or with the coaches’ thought processes. Additionally, they could have made the 
presence of others cognitively salient to the coaches, priming certain memories and 
thoughts or alternatively making the coaches more hesitant to share something that could 
be critical of something related to that person. Finally, on a related note, given the close 
proximity of the senior coach-facilitators, the other coaches, and the student-athletes, 
there was certainly the possibility of social desirability bias or that their answers were 
influenced by the mere presence of other people involved in Get Ready. While I have no 
evidence that any of the aforementioned conditions had any measurable impact on the 
completion, or accuracy, of our interviews, it is impossible to know for sure.  
Three of the other coach interviews were completed at local coffee shops. Outside 
of the typical issues that arise from trying to have a conversation in a public place (e.g. 
external noise & distraction; it’s often a physically less comfortable setting), and some of 
the logistics around setting up my equipment, there were no major take-aways from the 




logistics of the interview, I recorded the interviews on my laptop, so in each coffee shop, 
the coach and I needed to find a location to sit for the interview that would also have a 
table or counter for me to place my laptop on. This space had to be big enough to fit my 
laptop, and ideally, to have my laptop placed in a non-intrusive spot, such as off to the 
side so that it wasn’t smack in the middle of our conversation. Working out these 
logistical issues caused brief delays and took some patience, but in all three interviews, it 
didn’t seem to be anything more than a minor inconvenience (and one that seemed to 
fluster me more than it annoyed the coach).  
A factor that may have helped ease this process was that all three interviews were 
done on a weekday, at the end of the workday, when coffee shops tend not to be nearly as 
busy as many other parts of the day. One interview was done in Harvard Square, which is 
a busy location regardless, but the coffee shops in that area tend to be more heavily 
populated throughout the day, given the high number of college and graduate students in 
the area. Finally, given that the interviews took place after a full workday (for both 
myself and the coach), there was bound to be some end-of-day fatigue, which could 
impact their answers or their willingness to go into more depth on certain answers, in the 
interest of getting the interview finished up. However, all three of these interviews did 
not feel rushed, and in fact, were three of the four lengthiest coach interviews, which 
could suggest that these coaches did not feel rushed at all. It’s also possible that these 
coaches either had more to say, generally, or felt more pressure to fully answer all of my 
questions (whether they wanted to be there or not). Two of these three coaches 




interview, and the other (Elise) was a college graduate, so it was possible that the length 
of our interviews was indicative of something related to that. While this is nothing more 
than my own conjecture, given my experience with human interaction, as well as with 
these coaches, it is conceivable that the correlation between the length of our interview 
and the coaches’ level of educational attainment was not solely a measure of coach 
engagement in the interview. It is possible that the longer duration of these interviews 
was due to other intrapersonal and/or interpersonal factors, such as:   
(a) these coaches’ educational achievements make them more knowledgeable 
about the theoretical concepts, how to discuss them in relation to coaching, 
and/or they just knew more about the process of doing research, so they did in 
fact have more to contribute based on that knowledge and/or on a better grasp 
of the necessary language to describe the theories and how they put them into 
practice; 
(b) these coaches felt some sense of social desirability bias where they needed to 
prove their worth and/or intellect to me (another highly educated individual) 
and therefore went on at length about topics to demonstrate their intelligence; 
(c) these coaches were more aware of and attuned to a researcher expectancy bias, 
where they may have given more elaborate answers in order to help bolster 
my research findings or to answer in a way that they believed would either 
align with my expected answers or with the positive outcomes that I was 




(d) these coaches were more attuned to the process of doing research and 
therefore went on at length in response to some of my questions because they 
did not want to appear rude or uninterested, or appear to be devaluing the 
research that I was conducting; or 
(e) these coaches were simply more talkative, more engaged and/or invested with 
the Get Ready program, more excited by the opportunity to discuss the topics 
we discussed, or more enthralled by taking part in the interview/research 
process, and this enthusiasm manifested in lengthier answers or an overall 
longer conversation. 
Finally, there was one other coach interview, but it was not conducted in-person, but 
instead took place over the phone. Due to scheduling issues and conflicts, my interview 
with Coach Hakeem was conducted as a phone call, rather than face-to-face. This 
certainly made this interview a different experience than the others. I could not read his 
facial expressions or body language, which helped me gauge understanding or confusion 
with the other coaches. While I do believe I had established a good rapport with Hakeem 
and was able to discern certain conversational markers, this interview was more difficult 
than the others. I felt less interpersonal connection but at times Hakeem sounded like he 
was possibly distracted by diversions in his environment that I couldn’t discern, was 
unaware of, and therefore could not account for. I tried to ask him about them, but he 
brushed them off as nothing. 
 Unfortunately, outside of Hakeem’s verbal tics and indications over the phone, I 




this, I generally just gave him more time to answer, and did a lot more verbal checking in 
with him to gauge his grasp of my questions, as well as his thought processes. This may 
have come across to Hakeem as over-the-top, because it was not my usual way of 
interacting/conversing with him, and his responses may or may not have been impacted 
by these differences from our previous discussions. Interestingly, in person I always 
found Hakeem to be very engaging and present in our conversations. However, on the 
phone, he did seem a bit more distracted, and while this could be a result of other 
personal factors for him on the day of our interview, I couldn’t help but wonder if it was 
also a byproduct of conversing via a different medium than was normal for us.  
 Similarly, the difficult of conducting an interview by phone was likely 
compounded by the fact that I was asking Hakeem what would probably be considered 
more intellectually complex questions than we typically discussed (in part, because I tried 
to adjust my language in our everyday discussions to make it more relatable). But at the 
same time, in our previous conversations, he did generally feel confident enough to tell 
me he when didn’t understand something, or to ask questions. Given the intellectual 
nature of the questions, it is possible he did not have had the language or vocabulary to 
describe his actions in theoretical and/or conceptual terms, and in turn, I mistakenly 
perceived this as him being disconnected.  
 Ultimately, my interview with Hakeem felt quite different than the other coach 
interviews and different than the other conversations I’d had with him, even though I had 
spent significantly more overall time interacting with Hakeem than I had with any other 




other than either just a different style of conversation (phone vs. in-person), or that 
Hakeem had something else going on in his life/immediate surroundings that would 
change his tone, but I do think it’s worth noting that this interview felt different to me 
from our typical conversations. 
While the preceding pages may not reflect a typical methodology chapter, they 
served an important role of attempting to illustrate what one’s methodology looks like 
when it is put into place with coaches in real-time, in a community-based setting. As 
stated previously, one goal of this research is to give coaches practical strategies and 
experiences that they can actually use in their coaching. Criticism levied at current coach 
development programs has cited the lack of a practical element, outside of the classroom, 
as a major weakness. In order to address this, I tried to conduct the training in situ, in the 
field and on the court, which comes with its own share of challenges and complications. 
In this chapter, I tried to present what those challenges and complications look like, in 
hopes of advancing the abilities of coach developers to translate coaching knowledge 
from the classroom, and onto the field. It is not an easy process, but it is important work 




CHAPTER SEVEN: FINDINGS 
 As was described in Chapter 5, data was collected using three complementary 
methodologies: coach observations (conducted by the researcher), researcher field notes 
(particularly detailing the nature of one-on-one conversations between the researcher and 
the Get Ready coaches), and semi-structured interviews with seven of the coaches. Data 
were considered and understood using interpretive description methods and processes 
(Thorne, 2016), and analyzed utilizing both a deductive, theory-driven (top-down) 
approach (employing self-determination theory), as well as an inductive, data-driven 
(bottom-up) approach. 
 In this chapter, I will lay out the findings, by talking about the major topics that 
emerged from the three methods of data collection listed above. For ease of 
communicating the results and maximizing the reader’s understanding, the results are 
presented by topic, with sub-topics also presented. Results are presented in narrative 
form, as well as in three data matrices (one for each data collection method) (Tables 7 
7.2, 7.3). In the narrative sections, for each topic and sub-topic, I have presented an 
instance of a Get Ready coach exhibiting that behavior, with at least one example from 
the three data collection processes (observation, one-on-one, interview). In some cases, 
where there were several exemplary instances, more than one example is presented. The 
data matrices (Tables 7.1, 7.2, and 7.3) serve as visual tables to illustrate the behaviors 
that coaches exhibited more regularly, and the behaviors that they did not exhibit as 
often. (See “Data Analysis” section of Chapter 5 for a complete explanation of how the 





Need-Supportive Behaviors  
 I will begin by presenting the following evidence of the Get Ready coaches 
exhibiting need-supportive behaviors during the summer 2019 session. These need-
supportive behaviors align theoretically with the tenets of self-determination theory (and 
its component sub-theory, basic psychological needs theory). Additionally, a fundamental 
part of the MAC-RGR training is providing the coaches with behavioral strategies for 
supporting athletes’ basic psychological needs — autonomy, competence, relatedness — 
and encouraging the coaches to employ these behaviors in their coaching. These 
behaviors are meant to serve as evidence for the interpretations made, through the ID 
process, of how coaches appear to support the student-athletes’ basic psychological 
needs. Additionally, these findings are reported to attempt to address Research Question 
1, and to provide evidence that coaches utilize behaviors taught through the MAC-RGR 
training. (Given the limits of the research methods employed in this study, no causal 
statements can be made about the MAC-RGR training and the presence of need-
supportive behaviors (nor should they be inferred by the reader). Instead, simply consider 
that these behaviors are fundamental content in the MAC-RGR and were demonstrated 
regularly by the coaches at Get Ready. For more on these potential links and how they 
might be interpreted, see Chapter 8.)  
 For each of the following concepts, I will provide illustrations (and/or example 
conversations) of the coaches’ executing basic need-supportive behaviors. I then go one 




three basic psychological needs) that were specifically discussed and/or referenced in the 
MAC-RGR training materials, and how they played out for the coaches in the Get Ready 
program. 
Deductively-induced analysis situated within self-determination theory 
Autonomy-supportive Behaviors 
 In our interview, Coach Shayna provided some valuable insight into the 
importance of autonomy for her to be successful when coaching at Get Ready. In 
describing autonomy, she stated that it is,  
…giving them the choice of what they want to do. I think if you didn’t 
give the training…I think it would have been pretty difficult to get some 
of the students to do the writings. It made it so much easier. Asking was so 
much easier than forcing them to do it.  
She continued with an anecdote about how powerful providing a choice could be for 
supporting autonomy, by giving the student an option of not having to do something, you 
allow them to feel in control of their choice to do it (or not do it). Coach Shayna put it 
this way:  
[One student] was almost done with the engagement rating and stuff, but 
was getting distracted by a couple of the other guys who were throwing a 
football. I noticed that, and so I asked him if he’s going to finish it, and I 
gave him the choice of writing it for him or just guiding. I didn’t end up 




Interestingly, during the interviews, all seven coaches referenced autonomy as one piece 
of information they were going to take away from the MAC-RGR training. In some 
cases, the coaches referred to an autonomy-supportive behavior, but did not call it by its 
“academic” or scientific name (e.g. “autonomy-supportive”), nor were they able to 
classify it as “supporting autonomy”, for example. However, all seven did use the term 
“autonomy”, on their own without prompting, as something they remembered from the 
training. 
Providing athletes with choice. One behavior that every coach displayed at least 
once, was providing and/or encouraging choice to the student(s) they were working with, 
rather than just simply telling the student what to do. It is a common occurrence, during 
the three-point line portion of the day, to see coaches assisting students with choosing 
their responsibility plan and/or focus for the day, as well as determining their workout 
plan. Often, a coach would simply sit and review the student’s plan with them, 
encouraging the student to consider a new exercise or to get a bit more specific about 
how they could work on their responsibility plan that day. The coaches regularly offer 
coaching in the form of guidance or ideas, but rarely overstepped their bounds by doing 
the important self-awareness/reflection work that the students are urged to do, perhaps by 
choosing that day’s exact workout plan for the student.  
Giving the athlete a voice. Empowering athletes to speak up and share their 
views was an important way that coaches fostered athletes’ autonomy. While this 
certainly includes using their verbal/oral voice, it also refers to the metaphorical voice. 




and independence; providing opportunities for initiative-taking, independent work, and/or 
experimenting. In one instance, Coach Joey was working with one student-athlete, J.J., 
who came in complaining that he was tired from the day, and didn’t feel like putting in 
the time, effort, or thought it took to figure out his plan. While Coach Joey could easily 
have just told J.J. something to write down, he resisted any urge to do so, and instead 
offered to help ease the process a bit. They walked over to the wall to choose exercises 
from the workout menu (see Figure 3.1 for the full workout menu), where Joey suggested 
several options to J.J. for each muscle group. He gave J.J. options, narrowing J.J.’s 
choices, but still promoted J.J.’s autonomy (and metaphorical voice) by pushing J.J. to 
take initiative and be the final decision-maker about which exercise(s) he would 
complete; Coach Joey made sure not to undercut J.J.’s autonomy by taking away his 
voice in the final decision. 
Joey and J.J. then returned to the circle of chairs set up for the three-point line, 
and at that point, Joey offered to help write J.J.’s responsibility plan for the day 
(eliminating one effortful step in the avoidance process, thereby allowing the student just 
to brainstorm, and not have to worry about writing it down too). Joey asked J.J. direct, 
pointed questions, helping him narrow his focus to just one or two ideas, and Joey wrote 
out a plan as they talked. When it was done, Coach Joey handed the portfolio back to J.J. 
As J.J. looked it over, Joey asked him “how does all of this sound?” J.J. said he liked it 
and then proceeded with the day’s session and workout. 
While these behaviors may seem simple, Coach Joey recognized the numerous 




time at Get Ready that much more taxing (at least on that day). By recognizing and 
diminishing (or ideally, eliminating) these hurdles, Joey still provided J.J. with 
opportunities to make choices, and supported him in doing so. Yet, he urged J.J. to take 
on the personal responsibility of making these choices, encouraging buy-in and thereby 
attempting to support J.J.’s need for autonomy.  
During that day’s workout, I noticed that J.J. seemed more focused and giving 
more effort than he had been earlier in the day, and so I asked J.J. about this. He 
confirmed that Coach Joey had been helpful in getting him past his initial (motivational) 
hurdles of the day. And to further confirm this point, later that day, during the circle-up, 
J.J. gave a shout out to Coach Joey for helping him to get going, and then also provided a 
take-away, where he referenced something he had learned that day (with Coach Joey’s 
support) — that “just because you come in unmotivated, that doesn’t mean you can’t 
overcome that and still have a good workout.” 
Focus on individual mastery and effort; self-improvement. During one of the 
end-of-the-day coach circle-ups, one of the program administrators gave the coaches a 
reminder about the Get Ready approach related to self-improvement. He stated, 
 We should remind them that not every day is the best. But we should reassure 
them about how hard they are working, and try to show them how to see their 
progress and to measure how far they’ve come. 
While this is not an official Get Ready philosophy or anything, his statement does 
encapsulate how within the Get Ready program, coaches are encouraged to help the 




comparing themselves to others in the group, or outside the group).  
In our interview, Coach Jen echoed this idea. When I asked her how coaches 
could support the autonomy of the athletes they work with, she answered “Allow the 
students to choose how they work out. Let them know it’s okay to have an off-day.” 
During my interview with Coach Shayna, we were discussing what she believed a 
coach’s role should be (particularly within the context of Get Ready). Several times 
throughout the interview, she mentioned how much she valued learning about the concept 
of autonomy and applying it to her coaching. When we were discussing what a coach’s 
role should be, she went even further, mentioning that coaches should take into account 
the athlete’s ability and level of experience, in order to tailor their coaching to meet that 
athlete’s needs. Here is what Coach Shayna relayed to me: 
Alright, so what a coach’s role should be in a program like this, and I truly like a 
lot of coaches that are like this…um, alright for someone that just started out and 
doesn't know anything about working out, I think a coach should basically get you 
started but, knowing your experience they should, like, kind of limit what you 
should be doing, but also motivate you to go above that limit, and they should 
also fill in the knowledge that you don’t know. If you ask questions, they should 
be there to like, answer them. And you know, guide you through your workout.  
Finally, to provide the reader with a behavioral instance where a coach encouraged this 
focus on personal mastery, we’ll look at a time where Coach Elise purposefully 
highlighted a student-athlete’s effort and self-improvement. To make sense of Coach 




student-athlete she worked with).  
During the first few weeks of the summer session there was one student-athlete, 
M., who had been struggling to show up consistently. If/when M. did show up, he would 
often saunter in late, without an ounce of urgency in his cadence. As other student-
athletes were getting started on their workouts, M. would mosey on in, donning a hoodie, 
a backpack strapped so tight it could have contained a parachute, and a pair of slides (a 
style of sandals made by sportswear companies, like Nike and Adidas). His hood would 
be up over his head and pulled tight, concealing most of his face. His hood also served to 
obscure the Beats headphones blaring music into his ears, drowning out the bustling noise 
that constitutes a typical day at Get Ready. He was the epitome of someone emitting a 
“closed off” vibe, topped off by the look on his face that can best be described as “f*ck 
off and leave me alone”. Certainly not a welcoming presence.  
However, Get Ready prides itself on its open, welcoming environment. Given 
this, many of the coaches would try to check in with M., engaging him, and attempting to 
peel back just one of the metaphorical layers of the onion that comprise his distinctive 
personality. During the third week of Get Ready, M. had shown up to all three sessions 
that week (and was roughly on-time for one or two of them). He had even completed 
some of the workouts without his hood up or his headphones on, noted by the absence of 
the rumbling bass emanating from his headphones. To many high school athletes, 
including most of those at Get Ready, this baseline level of engagement (headphones off, 
hood down) would be the expectation on Day One (and their behavior would confirm 




reasons that I would come to learn over the summer).  
Coach Elise recognized the uniqueness of M., but she also recognized that M. had 
taken an important step in the right direction during that week. It took significant effort 
for M. to accomplish the minor behavioral changes that he exhibited that week, and 
Coach Elise wanted him to know how valuable and extraordinary that was. She also 
knew that you had to tread carefully with M., or risk that he closes himself off again. Or 
worse, M. decides not to return to Get Ready and loses some of that progress. I watched 
Coach Elise walk over to him as everyone was packing up for the day, without bringing 
much attention to herself or to M., and engaged with him briefly. While I wasn’t within 
earshot, and so I don’t know exactly what she said, I did see M. nod affirmatively a few 
times, and even crack a smile for a second or two. And later, during the end-of-the-day 
coaches’ circle-up, Coach Elise brought up M. and the advances he had made that week, 
and she recounted to us that she just wanted him to know that his behavior and his 
improvements did not go unnoticed, and she wanted to ensure that he knew how valuable 
that progress was. She also encouraged him to give himself credit for said progress, 
knowing how difficult progress often was for him.  
Autonomy-supportive behaviors outlined by the 5-A’s model 
The 5-A’s model featured in the MAC-RGR is an adapted five-part process for 
supporting the autonomy of people attempting behavioral change. It was adapted from 
the 4-As model utilized by physicians helping to support people who want to quit 
smoking. (Glynn & Manley, 1997; Williams & Deci, 2001). (For more information on 




that comprise the process are: Ask questions, including if it is okay to give feedback 
and/or coaching to the athlete; Acknowledge your feelings/emotional responses, as well as 
those of the athlete(s) you’re working with; Advise them on their behavior, with 
appropriate rationale; Assist the athlete, utilizing the knowledge and resources at your 
disposal; Arrange for a follow-up at a later time or date. 
Ask (questions). One behavior that all seven coaches displayed regularly 
(categorized as at least three times throughout the observations) was the liberal use of 
asking questions, as one means of fostering autonomy in the student-athletes. 
Additionally, every coach was observed on at least one occasion approaching a student, 
and asking them, by name, if they could give them some advice (or coaching as they call 
it at Get Ready). The coaches typically waited for an affirmative response before 
proceeding with their coaching. (It’s also worth noting that asking questions was the most 
commonly observed coaching behavior during the Summer 2019 Get Ready session.) 
As a specific example, Coach Jen approached one student, who was struggling to 
complete the dumbbell press with proper form. She approached, asked if she could give 
some coaching, received the okay, and then suggested that the student decrease the 
weight he was using for his next set, so he could feel the proper form. If he successfully 
completed a set using the lower weight with proper form, he could choose to return to the 
higher weight for his last set. The student considered this suggestion from Coach Jen, 
completed a set with the lower weight (albeit struggling to maintain form on the last few 
repetitions), and then decided that he would rather stick with the lower weight to “get [his 




 Additionally, during our interviews, six of the seven coaches referred to the value 
of asking questions as a method for supporting the autonomy needs of the students, and 
five of the seven felt this value was, at least in part, derived from how straightforward it 
was for them to incorporate this method into their coaching, and how it did not take much 
additional effort for them to implement this strategy during the Get Ready sessions (e.g. 
simply rephrasing coaching statements, instructions, or commands — “Keep your knees 
bent, or you’ll just hurt yourself more.” — into coaching questions — “On your next set, 
maybe try keeping your knees bent all the way through? That might hurt less.”) 
Acknowledge (your feelings and emotional responses, as well as those of the 
athlete). The second of the five A’s in the model is acknowledge. Going back to the 
example above, featuring the student M. (who Coach Elise praised for his effort and self-
improvement), I also observed Coach Jen working with M. (at around the same time as 
Coach Elise). Jen spoke with M., checking in to make sure everything was alright. As 
part of this check-in, she acknowledged that she was a bit uncomfortable reaching out to 
him, in case she was reading his behavior incorrectly, but at the same time, felt that the 
flat affect and “get away from me” attitude he was presenting was a cause for concern for 
her. She acknowledged that this conversation could be uncomfortable for M. as well, but 
that she felt compelled to at least discuss it with him. She also addressed the significant 
effort M. displayed in the past few sessions, by showing up and integrating himself into 
the program more than he had been doing previously. While M. did not have much of a 
noticeable response to Coach Jen, it was still a valuable decision (from an autonomy-




that M. might be feeling), in attempting to normalize the experience of those emotions, 
and to slowly take down the barriers potentially created when we have intense emotional 
reactions. Coach Jen and I spoke about this briefly afterwards, and she conveyed her 
reasoning for doing it, and that she felt justified in doing so, regardless of M.’s reaction, 
and I agreed with her on that.  
Advise the athlete on what they can do (ideally, with an appropriate 
rationale). A concrete example of using the third strategy in the 5-A’s — advising, with 
appropriate rationale — came from Coach Hakeem. He was coaching two of the athletes 
as they were learning to deadlift (an exercise that many athletes, particularly young 
athletes, struggle with). As he monitored them, he could see they were finding it difficult 
to maintain proper form throughout the exercise (which is often indicative of the exercise 
being too hard, or that the athlete is trying to complete the exercise with too much 
weight). He stepped closer to the two young men, and offered some coaching, in the form 
of a recommendation. He advised them to try the deadlift again, but without any weight. 
More specifically, he said, “Why don’t you try again, but without the weight? See what it 
feels like. That cool?”  
The rationale behind this suggestion was that by not using any weight, it would 
be easier to practice appropriate form, so that they do not get hurt, and because proper 
form with no weight is better than improper form with heavier weight. He explained that 
by not using any weight, they could focus on their body while doing the exercise, so that 
they could better feel what proper form feels like, and by utilizing the mirror in front of 




modeled the exercise, without using any weight, and asked them to try it, while he 
continued to watch and give them small bits of advice. He then stepped back and had 
them do a few more on their own.  
Assist. The fourth A in the 5-A’s process is to assist the athlete in completing the 
task on their own, utilizing the knowledge and resources at your disposal. Coach 
Hakeem’s behavior in the previous example would fit here as well, where he assisted the 
two athletes in learning to deadlift, by offering suggestions and an alternative method for 
learning the exercise (by doing it without any weight).  
There is an additional coaching behavior — assisting the student-athletes 
specifically with the written portion of the day — that was logged (via observation and/or 
interview) in five out of the seven coaches. There were many instances of coaches 
assisting the athletes, but here I elucidate only those coaches who assisted the student-
athletes in completing the writing portion of Get Ready, which includes composing a 
written workout plan at the beginning of the day, and completing several written 
reflective exercises at the conclusion of the day.  
These five coaches were noted for either writing for the student-athlete (allowing 
the student-athlete to think, process, and then dictate to the coach), or by writing with the 
student-athlete in a collaborative effort, where the coach was able to help them come up 
with the words they wanted to use, or assisted the student-athletes with the cognitive 
portions of the exercises, which involve significant self-awareness, self-reflection, and 
metacognitive skills, that can be quite taxing for some high school students, and which 




what the student struggles with. But because they struggle with some cognitive element 
of the process, they may not have time to get to the writing stage, or they may get 
mentally drained by the cognition, leaving little mental energy for them to then write 
about it. By assisting the student-athletes with some part of this process, the coaches 
attempted to ease the overall process (and the motivational hiccups along the way) that 
ultimately leads to many of them not fully completing the written aspect of the program, 
which helps them to monitor their progress, but also is essential for developing important 
life skills, like personal and social responsibility.  
Coaches Joey, Shayna, Stephanie, Jen, and Elise were all either observed assisting 
one or more student-athletes with their writing and/or discussed in our interview how 
they assisted one or more student-athletes in writing. Coach Jen assisted one student-
athlete, P.J., with his writing on at least two occasions, allowing him to focus his energy 
on thinking it through and talking it out; she would take care of writing down what they 
discussed. Similarly, Coach Elise worked with one student-athlete, J.S., on his writing at 
least twice. The first time, he essentially dictated his thoughts to her, and she transcribed 
them. The second time, she helped him through the process of reflecting and coming up 
with the right words. But it was J.S. who put the pen to paper, with Coach Elise sitting 
with him as he did. And thirdly, Coach Shayna worked with O. twice, where he vocalized 
his thoughts and she wrote them down, but she also interjected a few times with questions 
to consider. Finally, in a previous anecdotal example, I described how Coach Joey helped 
a student, J.J., with a number of things throughout one day at Get Ready, including 




During our interviews, three coaches — Joey, Shayna, and Stephanie — discussed 
how they assisted student-athletes with their writing. Shayna’s recounting really 
illuminated the value of assisting with the writing, and how it plays into autonomy. I’ll let 
her describe it in her own words,  
[A student-athlete] was working on [the self-reflection] and trying to write, but 
he…well, the takeaway part of the sheet is kind of tricky, I mean it can get where 
they don’t want to do it because it requires you to look back and really think. And 
after working out, and just goofing around with your friends, you don’t really 
want to do it. I’ve experienced that. So, I asked him about how his day went and if 
he wants help finishing it…I actually gave him the option of writing it for him or 
just being there to guide him. And um, I wrote it for him, but he talked and 
actually paid attention as we did it…he was definitely thinking about it, I think 
just sometimes you don’t want to write. 
Arrange follow-up. The final step in the 5-A’s model is to arrange follow-up 
with the athlete, just to check back in. Three of the coaches demonstrated evidence of 
arranging to follow-up on something they had worked on with an athlete. Coach Joey 
described this well in our interview, when he presented an example of how learning about 
the student-athlete’s strengths and weaknesses empowered him. He was not necessarily 
intentionally talking about arranging follow up, but he shines light on the importance of 
following-up, through telling the story of how he started to cultivate a relationship with 




I was on a bench with another guy, and someone was like “Joey, let me hop on 
that weight with you?” and I was like “Alright.” So, this was my first interaction 
with [T.] on the weights this summer. So, then we’re benching together, and I 
think we actually did core together too, and me and him was talking about 
PlayStation and how we both liked playing 2k [NBA2K]. That was when he told 
me that his leg had been bothering him lately.  
Later in our conversation, I asked him for specifics on what he did to build relationships, 
or if he could think of any times where he noticed a break-through in any of his 
relationships with the student-athletes. At that point, Joey stated,  
Yeah, another time where that happened was with [T]. [T], like I told you before, 
me and him never usually talk. But him coming to bench with me and us learning 
about how different ways (of benching) brought us closer together and we have a 
good bond now. That’s why when I saw him sitting on the bike, all alone, I knew 
I had to go over there and bike with him. And then I asked about his leg, and he 
said it was getting worse. That’s why he was biking. So, I just biked with him for 
like twenty minutes and we talked, and I gave him some cool down exercises that 
I had learned from J.M. And I told him that the next day, we’d cool down 
together, and we did. And I think that stuff helped it, so that [T.] wasn’t always 
working out alone or nothing, and now, like I said, we have a good bond now.  
Competence-supportive Behaviors 
In a previous section of this chapter, I discussed how several of the coaches 




wrote for a student-athlete, P.J., on several occasions. Well, Coach Jen and P.J. had a 
unique coach-athlete relationship, where they seemed to just connect better than your 
typical coach and athlete, and they just seemed to “get” one another. This relationship 
between Coach Jen and P.J. was a special one; it really exemplified so many of the 
positive coaching behaviors seen at Get Ready). I could present examples that could be 
categorized by many of the topics and concepts throughout this chapter. I present their 
relationship at length here. I believe that they were mutually beneficial to each other’s 
competence. Their strengths complemented one another, and that allowed each to benefit 
from the other. While I could go into great depth, I will attempt to present an example of 
how Coach Jen intentionally supported P.J.’s competence. And then I will present an 
example of how Coach Jen utilized P.J.’s social competence to help connect the athletes, 
and to create a positive structure and environment. In turn, by utilizing P.J.’s strengths in 
this way, I believe it reinforced his abilities as a social connector.  
One day, Coach Jen took a number of the student-athletes outside onto one of the 
fields, because they were getting a bit stir crazy inside the gym, but also because they 
were looking to run around a bit, to start getting in the mood for football season, which 
was rapidly approaching as the dog days of summer were winding down. Once they were 
out on the field, Coach Jen and the student-athletes worked together to come up with the 
drills and activities that they would complete. Coach Jen was admittedly no football 
expert, so she let them choose what they would do, and she asked them to give her a role.  
Among the many roles she took on that day, one was as a timer. You see, P.J. 




and acceleration in the football world). So, Coach Jen took out her iPhone, fully aware of 
the validity issues stemming from the inherent margin for human error in this method of 
timing a 40-yard dash. (A typical forty-time for high school football players is in the 
range of 4.6–6.0 seconds. So, there’s not much room for error, despite the likelihood of it 
happening.) I don’t remember what P.J.’s forty-time was. In reality, it didn’t matter. Just 
by having an “official” time (as in one measured with a stopwatch), gave P.J. a sense of 
competence, a sense of belonging, because it likely made him feel like a collegiate or 
professional football player, whose speed could be touted by stating his forty-time. Since 
he didn’t have a realistic comparison group, and none of his teammates had a forty-time, 
he could use that as a bragging right, because it be difficult to confirm (or deny). By 
asking Coach Jen to time him with a stopwatch, this measurement gave P.J. a forty-time 
that felt credible and legitimate (particularly if the measurement was taken to the 
hundredths of a second), which he could then share and compare with others. P.J. now 
had an actual timed 40-yard dash to go from (regardless of its accuracy), which helped 
support his competence. I remember P.J. touting his forty-time for a good portion of the 
remainder of that day’s session. Having a forty-time meant that P.J. (at least for those few 
hours) felt he belonged in the fraternity of football players, and that was what he needed 
to feel competent. And Coach Jen was integral to P.J.’s feelings of competence on that 
day. 
Interestingly, during our interview, when I asked Coach Jen how she (or other 
coaches) could support the competence needs of the student-athletes at Get Ready, there 




“collaborate with them on ideas for workouts”. The example with P.J. above is evidenced 
of both these statements.  
Conversely, Coach Jen (and other coaches) utilized P.J. for his personality 
strengths within the group, particularly his skills as a social connector. When I say that 
P.J. knows everyone’s name, I mean this quite literally. He knew everyone. And he 
always referred to each person by his/her name. This is an impressive social skill for 
anyone, but particularly for a teenager. And he seemed to constantly be practicing, 
meeting new people, using their names, and whether intentional or not, he was 
continuously working towards perfecting this craft11.  
P.J.’s uncanny ability to connect with others was a metaphorical double-edged 
sword — it helped him to connect and relate to his peers, but it also made him highly 
distractible, meaning that at any moment he could walk off and start a conversation with 
a total stranger. However, Coach Jen had an uncanny ability as well. She could harness 
P.J., keep him focused, and utilize him, when appropriate, as a vocal spearhead for the 
group. He could always be counted on to share a shout-out and a take-away during the 
circle-ups (or to encourage another person to shout-out someone that he noticed had 
 
11 On my first day at Get Ready during the summer of 2019, I introduced myself to the coaches and 
many of the athletes throughout the day. But not P.J. No…P.J. introduced himself to me. Within the 
first ten minutes that I was there. He had the confidence to take the initiative and walk right up to me. 
He extended his hand in the way that invites the hybrid “handshake/high-five” maneuver that is 
ubiquitous among teenage boys today, and said something along the lines of “Yo, I’m P.J.” He spoke 
in a tone and cadence that exhibited the social subtleties of an expected reciprocation, so I obliged. I 
extended my own hand to meet his, and replied, “Hey man, I’m Dave. Nice to meet you.” By the end 
of that day, Day One, I knew where P.J. worked, what exactly his role was at that job, what his family 
was like, and several other biographical facts that I can no longer recall, and that I knew about zero 
other student-athletes at that point. That is just the way P.J. is. His friendly, open, conversational, and 




worked with them on that day). But he could also completely derail the sanctity of the 
circle-up with one side comment. If P.J. was focused during these group discussion 
periods (the pre-workout “three-point line”, and the post-workout “circle up”), then it was 
much more likely that the whole group was focused. And Coach Jen had a knack for 
engaging P.J. at the right time (which was usually as the student-athletes finish their 
workouts, begin to loiter about, and ultimately coalesce for the circle-up group 
discussions). She knew how to utilize P.J. and his social muscle to mobilize the group to 
begin the circle-up, and she could keep P.J. focused, which meant better group focus and, 
in turn, better overall group discussion. 
Liberal use of encouragement/reinforcement. There were numerous examples 
of the coaches using encouragement and/or reinforcement behaviors (liberal use of these 
behaviors is fundamental to the MAC-RGR). At the end of each day’s session, for 
example, during the circle-ups, there is a time where everyone in the group goes around 
to give a “shout-out” to someone else in the group. This shout-out could be directed at 
someone who helped them, inspired them, motivated them, or just impacted them in some 
small way that day. Coaches would regularly use this time to recognize students (in front 
of their peers) who demonstrated effort, leadership, coaching, and other positive and/or 
prosocial behaviors. These shout-outs served a reinforcing function for these behaviors in 
those students, encouraging them to continue acting that way, and hopefully empowering 
and/or inspiring other group members to exhibit similar behaviors of increased or 
sustained effort, self-improvement, respect for self and one another, or any of the other 




One specific example of encouragement and reinforcement was demonstrated by 
Coach Elise, working with J.S. (the student who she assisted with writing on several 
occasions). Elise pushed and challenged J.S. often. At the end of one day’s session, they 
were getting ready to do planks (a core exercise), when J.S. collapsed dramatically on the 
floor with faux exaggerated exhaustion and just lay there. Coach Elise remained in the 
push-up position, right nearby, and said quite matter-of-factly, “it’s just one more 
minute”, and she waited. Within a matter of seconds, J.S. (begrudgingly) was up into a 
supine position, ready to do a plank for “just one more minute”. Coach Elise regularly 
used the subtle encouragement with J.S. to keep him focused, help him to challenge 
himself, to push himself a little harder, and to extend himself a bit each time.  
 After just a few sessions, J.S. was asking Coach Elise questions, looking for 
suggestions of new exercises to try, and asking for help with his writing (something he 
struggled with, and often would masterfully avoid). Coach Elise sat with him while he 
wrote, encouraging him to try a bit harder, or to think a bit more. She was there to ask 
him questions, and to nudge him along in his writing. In particular, J.S. struggled with 
some English grammar basics (spelling, sentence structure, etc.), which often led to him 
just giving up (perhaps because he couldn’t express in writing what he was thinking, or 
sometimes because the whole process was just too frustrating…and I know this, because 
on several occasions, I was the one sitting with J.S. — nudging him, encouraging him to 
keep going, and helping him when he got stuck and ready to shut it down). But Coach 
Elise was a mainstay with him, regularly helping him to construct coherent sentences 




questions. And perhaps most importantly, Coach Elise was also there with a much-
needed high-five, or a well-timed “nice!”, to reinforce J.S. when he did try a little harder, 
think a little longer, extend himself a bit more. She was there to celebrate the little 
victories, and little victories, small steps in the right direction, are how progress is made.  
Scaffolding to success (offering progress enabling hints and suggestions). As 
the summer progressed, the coaches empowered some of the student-athletes who had 
attended Get Ready previously (or attended regularly during the 2019 summer), and who 
displayed good effort, respect and personal responsibility, to take on leadership roles. But 
for some of these students, like C. and Ky., their attendance and consistent effort didn’t 
necessarily translate into empowerment in the form of feeling comfortable in leadership 
roles or facilitating group discussions. In order to try to set these students up for success, 
coaches like Hakeem and Jen would be persistent with them, while also encouraging C. 
and Ky. to take part in smaller, more subtle ways at first. One day, during the fourth 
week, Ky. shared a thought during the three-point line (which marked the first time he 
shared, unprompted, in the big group discussion). Noticing this slight change in behavior, 
Coach Hakeem and Coach Jen pounced. Ky. attended nearly every session, and always 
worked hard, did everything that was asked of him, and was a model for the effort and 
respect that they hope for in Get Ready. Hakeem and Jen knew it was time to push him a 
bit, to get him out of his comfort zone. It would be good for his own growth and personal 
improvement. They reinforced this new behavior, encouraging him to consider leading 
the three-point line next time. Without hesitation, Ky. responded, “No way.” But they 




Simultaneously, they were encouraging C., a consistent attendee and hard worker, 
another model participant to push himself a bit, to challenge himself. It was a combined 
effort; Coach Hakeem was nudging C. and Coach Jen was nudging Ky. And then, during 
the sixth week, they had their eureka moment. Hakeem and Jen were both making 
progress, nudging and encouraging C. and Ky. respectively. They suggested to C. and 
Ky. a new option — what about you guys leading the three-point line…together? C. and 
Ky. were by no means ecstatic, but they did it. And they nailed it. They extracted some 
participation and examples from the other students in the group, and both appeared totally 
comfortable in front of the group. C. made a joke. Ky. pressed a teammate for an answer. 
And they were both praised and rewarded for their effort. Not for their success, just for 
the effort. As one coach put it, we just need to “plant positive expectations and they’ll 
grow.” Personal growth and a sense of social responsibility take time. But with the right, 
tempered approach, tailored to each athlete, they are not impossible.  
Solution-focused feedback. Appropriate, constructive feedback is essential to 
supporting athletes’ competence. All seven of the coaches were observed providing 
feedback that was direct, specific, and focused on moving towards a solution. During the 
interviews, however, the coaches seemed more reticent to bring it up. Four of the coaches 
touched on providing good feedback, but only two were able (or interested) to go into any 
significant detail on the topic. Coach Stephanie discussed how she used solution-oriented 
comments, and pointed questions for critical thinking, in her written feedback to the 
student-athletes in their portfolios. Her goal with both types of feedback was to 




direction to get there.  
Additionally, Coach Robert gave a specific example of solution-focused, 
competence-supporting feedback that he provided to one student-athlete, Y, that he 
worked with regularly. Y is a smart, self-aware, cerebral young man. His physical fitness 
was not great for someone his age, and he didn’t have a lot of experience with lifting 
weights or working out. He was a sponge for new information though, and he welcomed 
any knowledge he could get. Many of the coaches worked with Y. at one point or 
another, largely because he wanted all the information he could get. He and Coach Robert 
had a better rapport than he had with any of the other coaches though. Here’s Coach 
Robert on how he helped Y. from the jump,  
He was getting confused because he was doing too much weights with his first 
squats. And I was telling them that you don't need to do all of those weights 
because doing without it is just as effective. And I just asked him if he wanted to 
do a workout with me and he said sure.   
Individual instruction. All seven coaches were observed providing individual 
instruction, another key strategy for supporting athlete’s competence needs. Coach 
Hakeem perhaps represented the best examples of this behavior however. Given that he is 
an alumnus of EHS, and a former football star there, he has instant credibility with many 
of the Get Ready student-athletes. Additionally, he has been bouncing around playing in 
several semi-pro football leagues since he graduated, so he is both still in excellent shape, 
and his football skills remain sharp. Additionally, Coach Hakeem said he likes coaching 




general.” There was no better indication of this than the individual instruction that Coach 
Hakeem provided, particularly outside of the hours of a typical Get Ready session. 
Hakeem genuinely enjoyed showing up early to work with the student-athletes, and he 
regularly stayed late to do the same. In some cases, he would provide tailored instruction 
to the current EHS quarterbacks (that was one of the positions he excelled at in high 
school), in other cases, he would simply be there to receive passes from them as another 
coach worked with them. There were two other student-athletes, J1 and J2, who were 
hard-working and constantly interested in getting more instruction and/or practice. And 
Coach Hakeem was always happy to oblige. He gave individual instruction when 
appropriate, and conversely, he sat back and just helped fill a role, if that was the 
appropriate need for his skills.  
Optimal challenge. Similar to the scaffolding approach discussed above, the 
coaches at Get Ready are constantly trying to push the student-athletes, challenge them to 
extend themselves, but doing so within reason and in a positive, autonomy-supportive 
way. In some of the anecdotes previously laid out, there were fitting examples of coaches 
providing optimal challenge to the student-athletes. There is one specific incident that I’d 
like to share because it exemplifies the optimal challenges provided at Get Ready and 
provides evidence of what competence-supportive behavior looks like. This example 
involved Coach Hakeem supporting the competence needs of C., the student mentioned 
above. 
One day roughly halfway through the summer, there was a new student-athlete, 




with a workout card, folder, etc. But rather than explaining the workout card, and daily 
structure to K.G. himself, he enlisted C. to explain the process to the new guy, K.G. As 
mentioned above, C had been a regular at Get Ready during the previous school year, and 
for the entire summer so far, but was still generally pretty quiet in that environment. He 
didn’t love the attention of being called on (during the three-point line, for example), and 
he never volunteered himself to lead the group (vocally, at least). At the same time, he 
was a behavioral leader (often leading by example) and was one of the athletes who set 
the tempo during the workout (when he was working out hard, many others would 
follow). In our interview, Coach Hakeem reflected on this instance, and acknowledged 
that he knew C. was a perfect candidate for the job of assimilating K.G. into the Get 
Ready program. Hakeem put it this way, 
“C. likes to stay out of the spotlight, so I kinda figured that if that spotlight wasn’t 
as bright, and he only had to work with one [person] (as opposed to in front of the 
whole group), maybe he’d do good. And it seemed that he did.”  
Coach Hakeem went on to say that later that day, K.G. gave C. a shout-out for helping 
him out, and making him feel welcome that day. Coach Hakeem intentionally provided 
C. with this opportunity to thrive, and to demonstrate his competence (to himself, to the 
new student, and to Coach Hakeem), and based on my conversations with Hakeem and 
the feedback that C. received that day, it appears that he nailed all three.  
Relatedness-supportive Behaviors 
Relatedness-support underscores the impact of both autonomy and competence. 




build rapport, credibility, and trust between coach and athletes. All of these factors serve 
to help support autonomy and competence. To paraphrase J.M., the program supervisor, 
and one of the many regular reminders he bestows upon the Get Ready coaches, it is 
important to be a stable, positive force in the lives of these young people, which are often 
marred by instability, blame, guilt, and shame. They are all too used to being 
reprimanded and punished for things that are often outside of their control.  
At Get Ready, a central aim is to be welcoming, open, and non-judgmental. That 
can be hard, but it’s also vital. Without it, it’s very difficult to accomplish any of the 
other goals that Get Ready sets out to accomplish. Don Hellison, developer of the TPSR 
model and a noted “empathetic humanist” (van der Mars, 2020, p. 321), had a personal 
philosophy built on principles of kindness, care, compassion, support, and empathy. In all 
parts of his life, he advocated for these virtues, and demonstrated them through his 
actions and interactions. Hellison was known to proclaim, “I do what I do because it is 
the right thing to do” (Martinek, 2018, p. 7). His life’s work was built on these core 
values, particularly the TPSR model. This open-hearted, caring, supportive approach was 
fundamental to the humanistic style of physical education that Hellison worked so hard to 
achieve, and thanks to Hellison’s influence, these same virtues are paramount to what 
happens at Get Ready, and how it transpires. There are many ways that positive 
relationships are cultivated and grown at Get Ready, but outlined below are a few that 




Enthusiastic and energetic/creating a fun environment. Three coaches referred 
to the importance of having fun for Get Ready to be successful. When I asked Coach Jen 
for one thing she took away from her time coaching at Get Ready, she said this,  
Always allow room for fun. So much of my past experience with sport was rigid 
and strict, and it was no longer enjoyable. The best memories I have of Get Ready 
were collaborating on a playlist with the students…or making a World Records 
board with the students. Neither of these was directly related to the sport or 
coaching aspect, but they were experiences that made the students smile and truly 
made me feel connected. 
Similarly, during my interview with Coach Hakeem, we were talking about what he 
thinks makes him a successful coach at Get Ready (and/or makes anyone a successful 
coach in this program). After a brief pause, Hakeem answered as follows, 
The things I do is like, I would talk to the students and see how they’re doing, 
work out with them, make it fun, you know, just don’t like have too much 
fun…‘cuz you get distracted and you don’t want to get distracted. You want to 
stay focused on your goal. And you still have to make it fun, so...talking, having 
conversations, motivating each other.  
Both coaches’ statements provide supporting evidence that a key focus of Get Ready is 
on ideas that are not directly related to sports or coaching. The coaches recognize that for 
Get Ready to be successful, they must engage the student-athletes, in part by having fun, 
as a way to get them to want to show up (which is an essential first step). This concept, 




theory, and the promotion of intrinsic motivation. 
Findings that emerged during the data-driven, inductive analysis 
While the above findings were filtered down through the deductive lens of self-
determination theory, the following findings materialized throughout the research and 
data collection process, in an emergent, data-driven, inductive process. These were 
findings that I observed, came out of my one-on-one conversations and interactions, 
and/or were mentioned by the coach during the interview process. In presenting these, I 
hope to broaden the reader’s scope, to help you more fully understand the experiences of 
coaches (and the process of developing coaches) in community-based programs like Get 
Ready.  
Meet students where they are 
When asked what was most important for coaches at Get Ready to know or focus 
on, Coach Jen asserted that “coaches should focus on meeting the student where they’re 
at.” Coach Stephanie also referred to “meeting them where they’re at” when discussing 
her key take-aways from coaching at Get Ready. Coach Jen went on to situate this 
concept within the context of what you might actually encounter at Get Ready — “If a 
kid walks in late looking tired, know that they could’ve just taken a bus two hours to get 
to school and was late because they were up late because they had to work.” 
This theme of meeting students where they are highlights the importance of taking 
the time and effort to understand each student’s story and perspective (particularly within 
a dynamic, complex system like Get Ready) and to take that into account within your 




While only Coach Jen and Coach Stephanie used this language of “meeting 
students where they are” in our interviews, six of the seven coaches alluded to this 
concept in our one-on-one discussions and/or interviews. For example, when Coach 
Hakeem was asked about what he thinks is important for Get Ready coaches to know or 
to keep in mind, he stated, 
Umm…to like, not take the kids too seriously. Like when they tell you to go away 
or they say that they don’t want to do anything. Just give them some time and go 
back again and try. Try a different approach. 
Meeting students where they are is a concept that is preached as part of the culture of Get 
Ready. This practice is certainly one that is need-supportive, fostering the basic needs of 
the EHS student-athletes. I believe that this idea is also central to working successfully in 
community-based organizations. It is routed in empathy and understanding, and all too 
often this is lacking in some of these organizations. My experience suggests that many of 
the student-athletes at EHS (and in similar community-based programs I have 
experienced) have a hard exterior, as a self-protection mechanism. However, if you can 
show them that you care about them, and are there for them, that hard exterior begins to 
crack. Working in community-based programs is often driven by a desire to do good and 
to help these kids succeed. If we can demonstrate their importance to us and to the 
program, and they can see that their success is the priority, this will empower them. By 
having caring adults meet them where they are, and to not have unreasonable 
expectations placed on them, they can grow to see that their input matters, and that being 




Parallel Process of Coach Education 
The parallel process (as discussed in Chapter 1 and Chapter 7) is a phenomenon 
where the interpersonal dynamics between coach and athlete are mirrored between coach-
developer and coach (as outlined by Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013). This parallel process 
was built into the framework of the MAC-RGR, but evidence of a parallel process also 
emerged from the data collected. 
While there was certainly content on need-supportive coaching included in the 
MAC-RGR (as it related to the coaches trying to support the needs of their athletes), I 
also intentionally tried to incorporate my own need-supportive behaviors into the delivery 
of the MAC-RGR (in this case, supporting the coaches’ psychological needs, not the 
athletes’). As it pertains to this study, it does not seem appropriate for me to present my 
own behavior, which I perceive as aligned with the parallel process, as findings as this is 
inherently biased and significantly flawed. In addition, without any outside corroboration 
or independent investigation, any conclusions I might attempt to draw would be subject 
to questions and doubts about the validity and reliability of such conclusions. 
Instead, in this section, I will provide evidence that emerged of the parallel 
process between either the two senior coach-facilitators and coaches, or between two 
coaches. This encapsulation of the parallel process differs slightly from the original 
definition of the parallel process as it was presented by Vella, Crowe, and Oades (2013), 
and originally put forth by Crowe, Oades, Deane, Ciarrochi, and Williams (2011). 
However, these examples of the parallel process still demonstrate modeling of the 




or coaches provided need-supportive coaching to another coach, much in the same way 
that coach could foster need-support in an athlete. Reynders, et al. (2019) referred to the 
parallel process as “coaching the coaches”. Interestingly, during my interview with 
Coach Robert, this was nearly identical to the phrase he used when discussing my role as 
coach developer. When I asked Robert about what he might take away from the MAC-
RGR, he responded with this,  
I'd say the way you taught us about like approaching kids. And asking them and 
not telling them, it was very helpful because I don't want to like come on as a drill 
instructor, because it's not like what we do here. So then, I think you're doing a 
really good job as a coach of the coach. And in teaching, it's not all about yelling 
and not all about what is right to you, but what is right to them. 
I was well-aware of the prevalence of the term “coaching the coaches” in coach 
education, but it also one that I generally tried to avoid using (particularly at Get Ready). 
I felt that using it to describe my work was potentially problematic for several reasons. 
First, I am always wary of equating myself to coaches, because my role is not to tell them 
how to coach, nor to provide any sport-specific, skill-specific knowledge or expertise 
(likely they are the experts on that front). Secondly, I feel that the term implies a role that 
is largely antithetical to the partnership approach I focused on. I feel that it implies an 
undue sense of hierarchy and authority that I did not want to convey, and that I believe 
can undercut the work I try to do. I think if the term arises organically from the coaches, 
that is one thing. But I did not want to be the one conveying that idea. 




asking him “what makes you say that?” His response was enlightening, 
Because, always at the end of the circle ups, you’re always telling us what we did 
really well and we could work on. And like, I don't see many of the coaches, like, 
telling each other what they did wrong or right because they're mostly focused on 
the kids, but you're watching over everybody. So then I'd say you're like even 
higher than the coaches. 
As our conversation continued, he articulated that “coach of the coach” was a term that 
he had not heard before, but that he thought was an appropriate way to describe my role. I 
was impressed by Robert’s level of insight, and I believe that coaching the coaches is an 
apt metaphor for the parallel process in coach education. 
Parallel process in need-supportive coach education 
The end-of-the-day coaches’ circle-up — a daily occurrence at Get Ready —
provided a regular opportunity for me to try to support the coaches’ basic needs. 
However, I also found that this was a time when coaches would also support each other’s 
needs. In particular, the two senior coach-facilitators (Prof. John McCarthy; Dr. Val 
Altieri) and two of the more experienced coaches (Coach Stephanie and Coach Jen) 
would regularly chime in with comments or behaviors that can easily be classified as 
evidence of the parallel process. The best examples of this were in the ways that this 
meeting took place each day. Even its name is indicative of a parallel process, relying on 
the same name used for the students’ end-of-day sessions — the circle-up.  
The structure of the coaches’ circle-up is built on the principles on autonomy-, 




accomplishing these need-supportive goals. This setup encourages: participation 
(autonomy); active listening (relatedness); conversation and back-and-forth discussion 
(autonomy; competence); face-to-face interactions (relatedness); and allows everyone’s 
input to be heard and valued (autonomy). During the coaches’ circle-up, everyone is 
encouraged to share information or opinions (autonomy), and the person leading the 
session (usually Prof. McCarthy) acknowledges and values all input (autonomy). At some 
points, one coach may be encouraged by another coach (autonomy; relatedness) to share 
specific interactions or behaviors from that day that were particularly notable 
(competence).  
The overall climate of these coaches’ circle-ups is characterized by valuing all 
coaches’ input, listening to one another, and provided empathic responses (all of which 
are central to supporting autonomy). Questions are a regular occurrence, particularly as a 
response to a coach stating that they weren’t sure how to deal with something. Prof. 
McCarthy (and others) often respond to that coach with something like, “what do you 
think you could try?” Other coaches might follow-up their own feedback, preceded by 
“can I add to that?” And it is regularly reinforced that in answering these questions, the 
initial coach can always say, “I don’t know” (being able to honestly admit uncertainty 
like this is a hallmark of an autonomy-supportive environment). And when answers to the 
coach’s initial dilemma are presented, it is almost always in the form of autonomy-
supportive suggestions (compared to controlling statements or instructions), supported by 





Specific need-supportive examples of the parallel process 
Many of the most noticeable instances of the parallel process took place during the 
coaches’ circle-ups, as this was the most consistent time period where coaches directly 
interacted with one another, providing them with opportunities to interact in ways aligned 
with the parallel process. However, there were a few instances that served as evidence of 
the parallel process, featuring one coach fostering the support of another coach’s basic 
need (e.g. autonomy-support, specifically).  
Autonomy. As discussed in Chapter 3, Coach Shayna comes from a somewhat 
difficult background. She could not just leave the troubles from her home environment at 
the doors to EHS, as much as she might try. On several of the more difficult days for 
Coach Shayna, she would come in and clearly be off. The first time this happened, most 
of the other coaches just sort of let her be for awhile. At one point, Coach Elise went over 
and briefly spoke with Shayna, checking in. The two of them then went outside to go for 
a walk around the track. I do not know what they talked about, but Coach Shayna did tell 
me that she found it really helpful for her, in processing and dealing with whatever was 
happening at home.  
Coach Elise’s behavior was certainly an altruistic, kind, and helpful behavior 
towards Coach Shayna, supporting her need for social support and relatedness. The more 
noteworthy observation for me was that it also supported Coach Shayna’s autonomy, 
indirectly that day by allowing her to share her thoughts. Also, Coach Elise’s decision to 
stop what she was doing, and focus on Coach Shayna indicated that in that moment, 




attributes would support Shayna’s sense of autonomy.  
And yet, Shayna displayed an even greater sense of autonomy-support when she 
came in on another occasion, having had a rough day. Rather than sitting alone or putting 
out the leave-me-alone kind of vibe she did the first time, she eventually made her way 
over to Coach Elise, and asked her to go for a walk. Coach Elise had demonstrated her 
willingness to be present with Shayna, go for a walk, listen, and be with her, and this 
gave Shayna the sense of autonomy that empowered her to take the initiative to reach out 
again when she needed help. After the fact, Shayna told me this was very much unlike 
her usual behavior, but that Elise’s gesture meant so much to her, she wanted to reach out 
again for help (and did so in part to reinforce Elise’s behavior also, to support Elise’s 
need for competence as a helping individual in those moments). I found these several 
interactions between Elise and Shayna, and my conversations with Shayna about them to 
be really powerful demonstrations of the importance of autonomy and how much it can 
mean to another person to just be kind. 
Another interesting observation I made during my time at Get Ready was not 
directly about the presence of autonomy-supportive behaviors, but instead was a 
noticeable absence of controlling behaviors (particularly coming from the two senior 
coach-facilitators, Prof. McCarthy & Dr. Altieri), demonstrating their abilities to not only 
model positive coaching behaviors, an important piece of the parallel process, but to also 
model a lack of reliance on controlling behaviors. In previous studies (Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003; Matosic, Ntoumanis, & Quested, 2016; Su & Reeve, 2011), autonomy-




where these two types of behaviors are mutually exclusive (in a moment-to-moment 
sense; e.g. A coach can definitely behave in a way that is autonomy-supportive in one 
minute, and behave in a controlling way the next. But it’s essentially impossible to 
display an autonomy-supportive behavior simultaneously with a controlling behavior). 
Autonomy-supportive (need-supportive) behavior is considered to support basic needs 
(also called need-satisfaction); controlling, need-thwarting behavior is considered to 
undermine the support of these needs (also referred to as need-frustration) (Cheon, 
Reeve, & Song, 2016). While an observed lack of controlling behaviors may not seem 
worth mentioning on its own, this lack of controlling behaviors should indirectly support 
the presence of autonomy-supportive behaviors in the Get Ready coaching environment. 
In particular, I found this to be representative of a culture where coaches are allowed and 
encouraged to coach according to their strengths, using those strengths to their benefit. 
This is not a culture of micro-management (as many sporting cultures seem to be), which 
characteristically undermine coach (or employee) autonomy.  
I believe that the culture of Get Ready with its noticeable lack of micro-
management, and steady encouragement of coach autonomy, empowered a variety of the 
coaching behaviors that I saw. Coach self-initiation was encouraged; when a coach took 
that initiative, it was noticed and praised, in order to maintain that type of behavior. We 
saw this during the coaches’ circle-up, where the three younger coaches (Joey, Robert, 
and Shayna) took initiative to start off the conversation or to chime in with their thoughts, 
when their normal behavior was to let others start, or to be a bit more reserved, 




An example of how coaches at Get Ready are encouraged to use their strengths 
was exemplified by a statement that Coach Shayna made to me. She openly admitted that 
she saw herself (and her role as a coach) as more on the sidelines. She was the only 
female who was close enough in age to the student-athletes that she could be perceived as 
a peer, and nearly all of the student-athletes at Get Ready were males. Rather than forcing 
Shayna to get involved, and put herself in an uncomfortable situation, she was 
encouraged to see that as her role, and to coach to the best of her ability in that role. She 
was a regular participant (and coach) in the three-point line and circle-up portions of the 
day, where she would help students brainstorm or write, and where she would offer her 
take-aways during the circle-ups. During the coach circle-ups, she would often share 
some very insightful ideas and observations. But during the workout portion of the 
program, which was a bit more intense and, at times, felt testosterone heavy, she took a 
more peripheral role, sometimes assisting with attendance or other tasks, sometimes 
leading a few athletes in a core workout, or providing some pointers to someone she 
might observe. While she saw herself “on the sidelines” (those were the words she used), 
I very much saw her behavior as self-chosen, confident, and within her realm. All of 
which indicated she had the autonomy to do so (because she did). I made sure to 
reinforce the different ways that we interpreted the same information, and continued to 
encourage her to do what she was good at.  
Over the course of the summer session, she stuck mostly with her strengths, but 
did pick up some other coaching behaviors as well, particularly in one-on-one coaching 




(largely due to her JROTC training and leadership roles). She may have started by feeling 
like she wasn’t doing enough coaching, but over time, she became fully aware of how she 
was able to choose what coaching she did, and to make sure that it aligned with her 
strengths and values. Interestingly, near the end of the summer, Shayna was working 
regularly with two or three male student-athletes who were generally more shy, socially 
uncomfortable, and perhaps self-conscious about their abilities in the weight room. 
Shayna took to working with them, as she could relate to them.  
Shayna also took to a new female student-athlete that joined the program late in 
the summer. I noticed how Shayna interacted with this new athlete, as well as the other 
male athletes she had grown more comfortable with. She encouraged them to be strong in 
their convictions and to see what they were good at. She empowered them not to get 
swept up in the testosterone-fueled, teenage male, weight-room environment, if that was 
not why they were there, or if it did not make them comfortable. Much like she learned to 
appreciate her role as a coach, I believe that she helped those athletes to appreciate their 
roles within Get Ready and what they could gain from the program.  
Competence. Joey discussed how much he has learn from J.M. and V.A. during 
his time at Get Ready (this year and previously), and he makes sure to stress that in his 
own coaching:  
I remember learning breathing techniques and stretching, it’s important 
regardless, in any workout you do. So emphasizing those is pretty heavy [for 
me]…I’ve also come to realize that certain kids…will listen, and others will 




which they usually don’t do — that’s the stretching part, or maybe they adjust 
their breathing during their actual workout…I tend to notice that a lot of kids, like 
when they’re bench pressing, they kind of hold their breath in, and it’s important 
that you’re releasing at the right time because it makes the workout a little bit 
easier. 
Relatedness. Coach Stephanie spoke in our interview about how valuable the 
one-on-one informal interactions were for building rapport and establishing relationships. 
As she put it,  
So yeah, there was like one time when you pulled me aside and talked one-on-
one, and I thought that was really beneficial because it was more evident that you 
were meeting me where I was at. There were some things where you were like 
‘I'm going over this with everyone’ and so you had to define things — like 
autonomy, competence, and relatedness — but that made sense because it was 
part of your research, part of that process and I understood that. But that one-on-
one time allowed for more of a natural conversation, versus the group setting 
where people just have: 1) different experiences and 2) interest [levels]. Like 
some people were checked out and like “I don’t care” but you know, you’re 
gonna get that — it’s the rule of thirds. 
Another way that this parallel process played out, was between coaches, where they were 
learning from each other, but also supporting each other’s psychological needs. Coach 
Hakeem was particularly good at this. 




program for the day, Coach Hakeem would say to the group of gathered coaches “Thank 
you for playing.” It was part of his routine, but I also noticed how it was a really nice way 
to end the day. It usually got a smile out of most of the coaches, and it was one of the 
many ways that Hakeem worked to build relationships with the other coaches.  
Cultivating these relationships was mutually beneficial for both Hakeem and the 
other coaches. I could see the joy and connectedness it brought to the other coaches. And 
during our interview, Hakeem mentioned that part of his leadership abilities (and interest 
in coaching at Get Ready, and generally), was to “have fun, but not too much fun — you 
want to stay focused on your goal, but you still have to have fun.” I followed up by 
asking how Hakeem makes it “fun”, and he said that a big part of it was by “having 
conversations, by motivating each other”.  
Given that a central theme of the MAC-RGR training (and what makes it different 
than other coach trainings) was utilizing the informal, one-on-one times to learn from 
both myself (the coach developer), and the other coaches, I believe Coach Hakeem’s 
statements were reflective of using this relational time effectively. Learning from other 
coaches starts by building rapport (just like the coaches need to build rapport with the 
students at Get Ready), which then develops into a sense of trust and credibility, laying 























CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION 
“Where the sun shines, there too is shadow. 
Be illuminated by the light of knowledge no less than by its shadow.” 
- Halcolm (Patton, 2002, p. 429) 
 
The current study set out to revise, implement and evaluate a coach development 
program focused on increasing need-supportive behaviors within a TPSR-driven youth 
development life fitness program. The goal was to learn more about coaches’ use of 
autonomy-supportive behaviors and how these behaviors could be increased and/or 
trained, in a real-world youth sport setting.  
The findings discussed in the previous chapter present data I collected through 
observing the Get Ready coaches, reflecting on my one-on-one interactions with each 
coach, and through my one-on-one interviews with the coaches. In this chapter, I will 
move past descriptions of the findings and attempt to draw conclusions, provide an in-
depth discussion and evaluation pertaining to each research question, and implicate 
theory and practice in a cohesive way. I will follow with limitations of the study and 
conclude with recommendations for future studies.  
Discussion of Research Question #1: 
Do coaches in a TPSR-driven program regularly utilize need-supportive behaviors in 
their coaching? If so, what need-supportive behaviors and strategies do they utilize? And 
what do those behaviors look like in a dynamic and complex real-world sport 
environment? 




with its intentional structure — largely driven-by the TPSR model — exhibit these need-
supportive behaviors, and more specifically, which behaviors they exhibit.  
 After analyzing the data, it was abundantly clear that the Get Ready coaches 
regularly exhibited need-supportive behaviors, aligned with self-determination theory and 
the principles of the MAC-RGR training. While this finding is not directly addressing the 
antecedents of coaching behaviors, some reasonable conclusions can be drawn. Get 
Ready is an intentionally-structured youth development program, built around principles 
from TPSR and SDT, and these principles are regularly reinforced by the program 
administrators and senior coach-facilitators. In many ways, the MAC-RGR supplemented 
and reinforced ideas that were implicitly already part of the Get Ready experience. It’s 
impossible to separate out the two potential influences of existing Get Ready structure 
and new information presented within the MAC-RGR, but ultimately there was 
significant evidence that all coaches acted in accordance with a need-supportive style.  
 The findings of this exploratory study add to the information gleaned from two 
other unpublished dissertations featuring research conducted at EHS (Altieri, 2019; 
Hayden, 2010), as well as the published work from Hayden, Baltzell, Kilty & McCarthy 
(2012), which demonstrated the important value that coaches, specifically those in the 
Get Ready life fitness program, provide to the student-athletes who take part in the 
program and the positive outcomes they take away from the program.  
Altieri (2019) interviewed participants (i.e. former student-athletes in the Get 
Ready program), who reported that the relationships they made with the coaches and 




These findings add qualitative support to the work of Fry and Gano-Overway (2010), 
who explored the role of a caring climate (i.e. an autonomy-supportive, task-involving 
environment, featuring coaches who accentuate positive reinforcement, giving 
appropriate feedback, and show genuine care for the children they work with). 
Furthermore, Fry and Gano-Overway (2010) found that a caring climate contributes 
positively to athletes’ enjoyment and commitment, and athletes who identify their team 
as a caring climate show positive attitudes and caring behaviors toward their coach and 
teammates, and are less likely to drop out of their sport. Altieri (2019) found considerable 
qualitative support for the presence of a caring climate at Get Ready. Finally, it is worth 
noting that Don Hellison, the developer of the TPSR framework, asserted that an 
essential component of effective physical activity-based PYD programs was the presence 
of, and interaction with, caring adults (Hellison, 2011).  
 Hayden (2010) and Hayden, et al. (2012) reported findings that the TPSR 
outcomes of Team Support (a previous iteration, and the pre-cursor to Get Ready) are 
facilitated and enhanced by the caring climate that is created by the coaches. Considered 
together, these previous studies demonstrated the importance of Get Ready coaches to the 
student-athlete participants, and clearly illustrated that the climate of the program, created 
by the coaches, impacts the positive outcomes expressed by the student-athletes at Get 
Ready. However, one questioned that remained was “what exactly are the coaches doing, 
that causes the athletes to see them as an integral, caring part of the Get Ready program?” 
 The current study added to that by looking at the need-supportive behaviors that 




perceptions and outcomes, attempting to fill in the research gap by providing some 
specific examples of what Get Ready coaches do, and by attempting to train them to do 
more of these need-supportive behaviors. (It is important to note that these conclusions 
are based on an underlying assumption that is put forth by both Mageau & Vallerand 
(2003) and Horn (2008) — that coaches’ need-supportive behaviors are a precursor to 
athletes’ perceptions of the coaches and the athletes’ perceptions that their psychological 
needs are being met by the coaches’ behaviors. If this assumption holds true, it might 
help to explain why the coaches are so valuable to the student-athletes at Get Ready). Due 
to the chosen research and data collection methods in this study, no causal inferences can 
be drawn about where the coaches learned these need-supportive behaviors. However, it 
is worthwhile noting that the coaches demonstrated these behaviors, which from a 
practical standpoint, is as important as where they learned these behaviors from.  
 As stated previously, it was abundantly clear that the Get Ready coaches regularly 
exhibited need-supportive behaviors, aligned with self-determination theory and the 
principles of the MAC-RGR training. Additionally, some coaches did, however, report 
learning need-supportive behaviors and strategies from the MAC-RGR coach training. In 
particular, coaches reported that they learned the use of autonomy-supportive 
strategies through the MAC-RGR. In these interviews, four of the seven coaches 
reported that one thing they learned from the MAC-RGR training was the value of 
autonomy, and of supporting athlete autonomy via their coaching. The evidence 
provided by the coaches’ indicated that they measured its value based on one of two 




autonomy-supportive approach (as compared to an autonomy-thwarting/controlling 
approach) and (b) the coaches felt more empowered by these behaviors, meaning that 
they felt more like they were having a positive impact on the athletes they were working 
with. Previous research on coach efficacy has found that one of the outcomes of formal 
coach education programs that is consistently reported are increases in coach self-
efficacy, and the evidence from Get Ready that coaches felt more empowered in their 
coaching (i.e. increased efficacy) when incorporating need-supportive strategies would 
align with these previous findings. Additionally, the volunteer youth sport coaches 
studied by Langdon, et al. (2015) reported that using autonomy-supportive strategies, like 
providing choice to their athletes, led to increases in coaches’ self-reported confidence (a 
concept that is quite similar to self-efficacy).  
Despite the lack of baseline measurement of how prevalent autonomy-supportive 
behaviors were with this group of coaches prior to this study, previous research might 
help us understand the coaches’ use of need-supportive behaviors. Langdon, et al. (2015) 
looked at the autonomy-supportive behaviors of youth coaches and found that coaches 
with little to no previous coaching experience were more receptive to learning and 
employing a variety of autonomy-supportive strategies than experienced coaches. 
Similarly, Su and Reeve (2011) conducted a meta-analysis and found, across 19 
intervention studies, that regardless of context, “training programs were more effective 
for inexperienced trainees than for experienced professionals” (p. 188). In the current 
study, the coaches had an average of 1.5 years of previous coaching, and thus it makes 




to try out autonomy-supportive strategies, simply because they have less experience and 
are more readily looking for effective coaching strategies.  
According to the most recent data from the Sports & Fitness Industry Association, 
just 3% of all youth coaches are 24 or younger (Project Play, 2019). The Get Ready 
coaches have an average age of 21–29 years old. While age is not necessarily directly 
related to how much coaching experience one has, it is indicative of limited opportunities 
to coach, given that most youth coaches have to be at least eighteen. When you take age 
and years of experience into account, it would seem reasonable to put these coaches 
much closer to the “inexperienced trainee” coach than the “experienced professional” 
coach, suggesting the sample of coaches at Get Ready might be more open to adopting 
autonomy-supportive strategies than an older sample of coaches (Su & Reeve, 2011).  
Finally, four of the coaches (Joey, Shayna, Hakeem and Elise) mentioned the 
significant influence that their own athletic careers had on their coaching. In particular, 
they mentioned that, as athletes, they preferred coaches with an autonomy-supportive 
style of coaching (as opposed to an autonomy-thwarting or controlling style), which, in 
turn, led them to want to coach in an autonomy-supportive way. Given the recency of 
their own experiences as an athlete (and not a coach), this could at least partially explain 
why younger, less experienced coaches are more likely to adopt autonomy-supportive 
strategies. Studies conducted on autonomy-supportive coaching have consistently shown 
that coaches whose style is more autonomy-supportive are more likely to feel their needs 
of autonomy, competence, and relatedness are met (Reinboth, Duda, & Ntoumanis, 




(Amorose & Horn, 2000), had higher levels of well-being, and reported greater 
psychological need satisfaction (Carpentier & Mageau, 2013). Coaches who expressed 
need-supportive styles of coaching also have been shown to have some impact on athlete 
performance increases (Mallett, 2005; Occhino, Mallett, Rynne, & Carlisle, 2014).  
Ultimately, the evidence is overwhelming in support of the notion that autonomy-
supportive coach behaviors are linked to positive psychosocial developmental outcomes 
in the athletes being coached. This would suggest that athletes would find these types of 
coach behaviors more motivating, and since many of the Get Ready coaches had ended 
their competitive athletic careers within the previous three or four years, it would also 
make sense that they would be more likely to consider not just what feels right as a 
coach, but also what would have felt right for them as an athlete. And if this type of 
cognitive appraisal is present and influential for them, it would also make sense that these 
coaches are more likely to act in autonomy-supportive ways, since they can relate to, and 
remember more easily, the experiences of what it is like to be an athlete, as compared to 
more experienced coaches.  
Discussion of Research Question #2: 
What does it look like to conduct a training (focused on increasing coaches’ use of need-
supportive behaviors) with a diverse group of coaches, in a dynamic and complex real-
world sport environment?  
There is a plethora of empirical support for coaches’ use of autonomy-supportive 
behaviors impacting athletes positively. Much of this data was gathered in controlled, 




2016; Van den Berghe, et al., 2014), or required extrapolation from the somewhat 
controlled world of education (Cheon, Reeve Lee, & Lee, 2018; Su & Reeve, 2011). 
However, there is limited research into what these need-supportive behaviors look like in 
the real-world context of youth sport (Matosic, Ntoumani & Quested, 2016; Occhino, et 
al., 2014). And there is limited empirical data about how coaches can be effectively 
educated to apply need-supportive principles in real-world coaching situations 
(Aelterman, et al., 2014; Langdon, et al., 2015; Trudel, Gilbert & Werthner, 2009). 
Additionally, most of this research examined athlete outcomes, based on coaching 
style (Matosic, Ntoumani & Quested, 2016; Occhino, et al., 2014). To date, only one 
study, grounded in SDT, has considered coach personality traits as predictors of 
autonomy-supportive (or controlling) coach behavior (Matosic, Ntoumanis, Boardley, 
Sedikides, Stewart & Chatzisarantis, 2017). While the current study does not employ an 
experimental design, it still adds to the limited understanding of possible antecedents to 
coaches’ need-supportive behaviors. 
One of the key contributions of the current study to the overall research literature 
on youth coaching and coach education employing an SDT framework, is its in situ 
methodology, positioned within the real-world context of Get Ready. This second 
research question is aimed at providing this contribution, by exploring coaches’ need-
supportive behaviors within the dynamic environment of Get Ready. This dynamic 
environment required a delivery method (as discussed in Chapter 4) characterized by 
flexibility and improvisation, a willingness to learn about the coaches and the context 





 Diversity of the coaches. The coaches at Get Ready are a diverse group - racially, 
socioeconomically, and educationally (see Chapter 3 for a discussion of these 
differences). As such, these differences must at least be considered when putting together 
a training that is most effective for as many coaches as possible. Before discussing how 
the MAC-RGR was adapted and implemented to address these issues, it seems crucial to 
discuss an initial pursuit that must happen, gaining awareness about the coaches and their 
personalities. This crucial first step precludes any attempts at improvisation, no matter 
how well planned.  
 In order to understand the coaches’ diversity, allowing me to tailor the training to 
their needs, personalities, and levels of understanding, I spent the first two weeks at Get 
Ready using my background in counseling psychology and as a teacher to intentionally 
embed myself within the system. Adopting a stance of cultural humility, I tried to listen 
earnestly and understand as much as I could about them and their cultural experiences. I 
spent my time, energy, and effort building relationships with the coaches, establishing 
rapport, demonstrating empathy and acceptance for their realities, gathering information, 
watching them coach and interact with the student-athletes (and each other). I asked them 
questions, listened to their answers (without judgment), and followed up to ensure my 
understanding. I spent time observing the context of Get Ready, to understand how things 
work, to experience the structure of each day, to see the environment, both physically and 
socially, and to discern the relationship dynamics between the coaches, and between 




In addition to the intentional choices and processes I underwent to learn about the 
coaches and to meet them where they were, I also made adjustments based on what I 
learned about their educational, racial, and socioeconomic diversity, and these are 
outlined below.  
 In terms of educational, racial, and socioeconomic diversity, the group of coaches 
could be classified into two subgroups, which have been discussed previously. The first 
subgroup consisted of individuals who had attended English High School and as of 
summer 2019, had only a high school diploma. The members of this group are all 
BIPOC, and came from a lower socioeconomic background. They were also all either 
first- or second-generation immigrants to the United States, and for two of them, this 
status came with some unease, turmoil, or general personal and familial difficulties. The 
demographics of this group closely mirrored the student-athletes at English (and therefore 
at Get Ready). The second subgroup were all individuals who had either a bachelor’s 
degree, or a bachelor’s degree and a master’s degree. They were white, and from middle 
or middle-upper class backgrounds, and all reported growing up with a comfortable, 
stereotypically suburban lifestyle. The demographics of this group were in stark contrast 
to most of the student-athletes at English.  
 In relation to educational diversity, the first subgroup struggled a bit with 
comprehending and/or using some of the academic language inherent to SDT. Given this, 
I tried to put their focus on implementing the need-supportive behaviors and reinforcing 
their efforts in doing so. Conversely, in the second subgroup, I was more likely to use the 




why) to incorporate these need-supportive behaviors into their coaching. With both 
groups, the overall focus was on the MAC-RGR behavioral guidelines, because those 
were more tangible to both groups. It was in the one-on-one conversations that my 
language and focus became a bit more nuanced.  
 Interestingly, while the first subgroup of coaches had less educational experience, 
they had significantly more Get Ready experience. So, I tried to keep them mindful of 
their previous experiences in Get Ready and/or their experiences as athletes (or as 
employees, students, or JROTC members) and to employ their awareness of those 
experiences when considering what their coaching behaviors were, and why they chose to 
behave that way. Rather than using theory to provide a rationale for how to behave, I 
encouraged them to reflect on their experiences on the other side of the Get Ready 
situation, to think empathically about what worked for them, and to use that as a rationale 
for how to behave. Conversely, for the coaches with more education (but less Get Ready 
experience), I could rely more on the theoretical underpinnings, helping them to connect 
the theory to possible behaviors they could implement, but this also required some 
creativity to get them to think about the practical implementation of theoretical elements, 
and to grasp the reality that these behaviors never happen as smoothly as is implied by 
the theory. 
 In terms of the racial and socioeconomic diversity of the coaches, I encouraged 
those coaches in the first subgroup, who have similar backgrounds to the student-athletes, 
to recognize and use those similarities and shared experiences to their advantage — for 




gives them built-in credibility (whether they realize it or not). It also supports their 
psychological needs, by giving them built-in competence and understanding, as well as 
inherent opportunities for relatedness and empathy for the experiences of the student-
athletes. Conversely, in the second subgroup, who had less similar backgrounds and 
fewer shared experiences, relationship-building was a more difficult task, that required 
listening, openness, and an intentional balancing of power to adjust for the inherent 
privileges that they have, but that many of the student-athletes at Get Ready do not. In 
many ways, this meant transferring the power to the students, by asking them to tell you 
about their lives, their experiences, and their personalities. Let them be the ones to 
educate you; you just have to listen, be open, understanding and accepting. They have 
lots to say, and a lot of lived experiences, but it’s up to you to show them that you care 
about them enough to want to know those experiences. Additionally, these coaches can 
use the elements of TPSR, and Get Ready, to provide shared experiences, to model 
responsible behavior, or to demonstrate empathy for what the athletes may or may not be 
struggling with and working towards.  
Discussion of Research Question #3:  
How do coaches perceive the effectiveness of a brief, coach training (focused on 
increasing need-supportive coaching behaviors), which utilizes both formal and informal 
delivery methods? 
Coaches’ differing capacities for articulating the need-supportive behaviors 
they displayed. Four of the coaches interviewed in this study, all of whom exhibited a 




behaviors they exhibited, even when prompted with specific observations or instances of 
need-supportive behaviors that they personally had shown at some point during the 
summer session. In some cases, the coaches did not necessarily even realize that they had 
done such clearly autonomy-supportive behaviors; it just kind of came naturally to them. 
This difficulty of describing their behavior was similar to the findings of Langdon, et al. 
(2015) who conducted an autonomy-supportive coach training in a real-world setting, and 
found that coaches, when asked to give feedback about what they valued most from the 
training, struggled to put their feedback into words, stating “new ideas were not well 
described” (p. 9), but these researchers did report that the coaches preferred to use the 
language of the training, as opposed to describing it in their own words.  
One way to conceptualize this misalignment is by considering that these coaches 
are able to implement the strategies, indicating that they are familiar with what to do to 
support athletes’ psychological needs, and/or that they know how to support the 
psychological needs of athletes. Even if they are not able to articulate what they do or 
how they do it, the behavioral observations indicate that they are doing it, and presumably 
know how to do it.  However, these coaches struggle with explaining why they do these 
behaviors, and therefore struggle to connect certain coaching behaviors with the 
underlying theoretical explanation or rationale. (It may also be worth noting that all four 
of these coaches had not yet attained an education higher than the level of a high school 
diploma, as of the summer of 2019). Berntsen and Kristiansen (2019) reported that 
coaches who were most successful at implementing the autonomy-support skills featured 




conceptually understand these skills at both the “intrapersonal (awareness of own 
coaching practice) [level], and interpersonal (interaction with athletes) level.” (p. 96). 
Using the designations put forth by Berntsen and Kristiansen (2019) seems like an 
appropriate way to describe the difficulties this subset of coaches had with articulating 
their behaviors. The evidence suggests that these coaches show interpersonal awareness 
and understanding, but appear to struggle with their intrapersonal awareness about the 
need-supportive behaviors they demonstrate. 
 Conversely, two of the other coaches (both of whom had already completed a 
master’s degree in sport psychology prior to the summer of 2019) seemingly 
demonstrated mastery of both interpersonal and intrapersonal awareness about their need-
supportive behaviors. Subsequently, these two coaches were able to connect their 
coaching behaviors (the what and how) with the theoretical concepts (the why), 
particularly the concepts outlined in the MAC-RGR that are derived from self-
determination theory. One might surmise that these coaches’ ability to connect theory and 
practice is a direct result of their graduate education, where they would have spent 
considerable time and energy considering the links between theory and practice. It is also 
reasonable to assume that during the tenure of their graduate programs, they would have 
been asked regularly, in classwork and through practical experiences, to consider how 
they might bring theory into practice. Provided that that these two coaches had 
considerable opportunities to link theory and practice, they would have an increased 
belief in their ability to establish these links, and would have an overall grasp of the 




Ultimately, one might conclude that the observed differences between these two 
groups in their abilities to articulate their use of need-supportive behaviors is not 
necessarily a result of coaching ability, but instead is a function of their educational 
attainment and/or their prior experience(s) with establishing and articulating relationships 
between theoretical concepts and practical coaching behaviors. These differences also 
provide context that could explain the lack of significant evidence in this study explicitly 
linking the MAC-RGR training with the manifestation of certain coaching behaviors. 
Additionally, when trying to situate these conclusions within the real-world 
context of youth coaching, I think that it is fair to say that a coach’s ability to practice 
appropriate coaching behaviors is appreciably more valuable (and preferred) than a 
coach’s ability to explain the theoretical underpinnings of their behavior. As researchers 
and academics, it is important for us to be able to understand these links and to provide 
significant scientific evidence for the antecedents to human behavior, but in practice, for 
most volunteer youth coaches, this is not of vital importance. Instead, it is that these 
coaches are conducting themselves in a way that helps them develop young people in a 
positive manner. If coaches are supporting athlete autonomy, but cannot coherently 
communicate that this is what they are doing and/or why they’re doing it, I think it’s safe 
to say that most coach educators would be content with that outcome (especially 
compared to the opposite outcome where they can eloquently convey what they should be 






The results of this exploratory study provide a number of promising practical 
implications for coaches and coach educators. As we know from the SDT literature in 
general (as well as in teaching and coaching), higher levels of student intrinsic motivation 
predict student engagement, perseverance, well-being, and enjoyment, as well as 
academic performance. If we extrapolate this knowledge to apply to coach education, we 
can surmise that the coaches (i.e. the students) are more likely to pay attention, be 
engaged, persevere, and learn when they feel that their psychological needs are supported 
by the coach educators (i.e. the teachers) which subsequently increases the likelihood that 
the coaches are intrinsically motivated within the coach education process.  
One way to conceptualize this process of supporting the needs of coaches in order 
to assist them in supporting the needs of their athletes is as a trickle-down effect, or as 
previous researchers have described it — “parallel process of coach education” (Vella, 
Crowe, & Oades, 2013). This parallel process is a common, and effective, feature in the 
training and clinical supervision of psychotherapists (Crowe, Oades, Deane, Ciarrochi & 
Williams, 2011), and initial evidence from the current study suggested that it was an 
effective element of the MAC-RGR training as well. Reynders, et al. (2019) referred to 
this process as “coaching the coaches”, which was also a description used by one of the 
coaches in this study, Coach Robert, without any known prior use of the term by the 
researcher or others at Get Ready. (In the interview, I asked what led him to use this term, 
and he explained how he had come up with organically, based on my role as coach 




theoretical models of coaching behavior previously discussed (Horn, 2008; Mageau & 
Vallerand, 2003), which suggest that training coaches by supporting their needs will 
motivate them towards exhibiting positive coaching behaviors with their athletes, 
including supporting those athletes’ needs. By focusing on one element of this process 
(i.e. coach education), the expectation is that this process will lead to positive coach 
behaviors, which will lead to positive athlete outcomes.  
There is another important element to both theoretical models that has been 
discussed previously, but that warrants another mention. Coaches do not coach in a 
vacuum; they coach in a real-life context. While the training in this study showed 
evidence of being effective, it would be impossible to say definitively that it would be 
effective anywhere outside of Get Ready. The intentionality and structure that are built 
into the Get Ready model — using the TPSR framework and principles of SDT — allow 
the coaches to thrive, and enabled the MAC-RGR to be implemented. It is wholly 
possible that the reason that the coaches in this study showed was a direct result of the 
intentionality of Get Ready. Need-supportive behaviors, as well as essential principles for 
human flourishing, like respect, effort, self-direction and leadership, are not only talked 
about regularly at Get Ready, they are demonstrated multiple times a day by many 
individuals at Get Ready — coaches, program administrators, athletes, and even visitors. 
At Get Ready, they don’t just “talk the talk” of teaching personal and social 
responsibility, they “walk the walk” of acting responsibly, of supporting autonomy, and 
of ensuring that each student-athlete (and coach) is reminded regularly of the inherent 




The intentionality behind Get Ready is a reasonable, additional influence on 
coaches’ behavior. For example, the idea of characterizing autonomy as “choice and a 
voice” is regularly discussed and encouraged by the program administrators at Get 
Ready, and so it was no surprise to find that coaches reported (and demonstrated) 
supporting autonomy by providing choice to the student-athletes, and by encouraging the 
student-athletes to use their voice (in their writing, during the three-point line, and during 
the circle-ups). These strategies were regularly mentioned and discussed during the coach 
debriefs that took place at the conclusion of each day’s session. And were supported by 
the training materials of the MAC-RGR. 
Given the intentionality with which Get Ready has been developed and structured, 
and that self-determination theory is an important theoretical influence on that process, 
it’s completely feasible that coaches already possessed moderate levels of autonomy, 
competence, and relatedness support. The stability created by the daily structure and 
intentional elements of Get Ready (like the three-point line, and the circle ups, with their 
shout-outs and take-aways) encourage need-supportive behaviors. And while it is feasible 
that these coaches already demonstrated need-supportive behaviors, it’s likely that the 
interaction of the structure of Get Ready, and its theoretical underpinnings, were a 
complementary piece to the MAC-RGR training. Much like Tom Brady and Bill 
Belichick, parsing out the individual influences of the overall success is impossible, and 
ultimately futile. But it also doesn’t matter, because with the presence of both, the given 





Synthesis of the implications for coach educators 
  Given the idiosyncrasies of coaching contexts, and of coaches, the current study 
suggests that coach educators should consider putting more of an emphasis on the initial 
phase(s) of coach training — learning about the coaches, about the contexts in which they 
coach, about building relationships and credibility with the coaches — as these were all 
essential precursors to effective and appropriately tailored coach education.  
The current study provides a number of possible adaptations to existing coach 
training protocols that, with further empirical testing, could be improve current coach 
education, by being more time- and cost-efficient, and delivered in a more effective 
manner and method, given the desired outcomes. Perhaps a shift in focus away from the 
dichotomy of formal v. informal methods, to a more flexible delivery method that better 
aligns with the idiosyncratic nature of coaching would make sense (Erickson, et al., 
2008). Instead, the focus should be on “what you say”, and perhaps more importantly 
“how you say it”.  
Additionally, coach education should help coaches be ready to embrace the need 
to improvise at times when challenges disrupt their plans, and can model how to navigate 
such processes. Furthermore, it is worth considering that effective coach education can be 
built around the interpersonal interactions that make planning the pedagogical process so 
difficult (Vella, Crowe, & Oades, 2013). Instead of viewing the complexities and 
idiosyncratic nature of coaching as a hindrance and challenge to overcome, take 
advantage of them for their real-world, practical pedagogical value. These are not 




how to imperfectly navigate of the complexity of real life. By doing so, coach educators 
can establish credibility as practitioners (not just lecturers), and demonstrate their 
understanding of the daily challenges that coaches face, and can truly teach coaches that 
there is not necessarily a perfect thing to do or say. Instead, it is in embracing that 
imperfection that one learns how to handle real life situations, as they unfold.  
Ultimately, by embracing this messiness and not just simply addressing it in 
discussion, but building it into the fabric of coach education, coaches can come to learn 
that while mastering the playbook and settling limits are important, they are not the only 
route to success. Instead, it is a willingness to ask questions, an awareness of your 
competencies, a confidence to admit what you don’t know, an intentional choice to act 
with compassion, or an attempt to understand your athletes’ needs and building the 
bonds of close relationships that will allow you to teach and develop young men and 
women.  
And the great paradox here is that by doing all of this — by supporting others’ 
needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness, we foster intrinsic motivation, and 
thereby promote enjoyment, engagement, and perseverance — we don’t just develop 
good people, we develop people that are successful; people that win. By focusing on the 
fundamentals of being successful coach educators can widen the lens to not just the skills 
and tactics but also to include meeting the needs of psychological thriving of their 
players.   
Perhaps the most important principles that we, as coach educators, can teach 




While it might not make intuitive sense, we shouldn’t be encouraging them to teach 
skills, we should be showing them how to relate to people, motivate people, and 
encourage people to listen. By meeting their needs of autonomy, competence and 
relatedness, we can teach them to do the same with their athletes. And once they’ve got 
athletes who are intrinsically motivated, having fun, and wanting to be there, then the 
teaching of skills and tactics can begin. But not until those other factors are solidly in 
place.  
Limitations 
“Applied research is an inherently difficult process in which the foresight of certain 
limitations cannot be avoided” (Langdon, et al., 2015, p. 11). As duly noted by Jody 
Langdon and her co-authors, in interpreting the findings of applied research (and thus the 
current study), certain limitations cannot be avoided, and a number of them must be 
considered.  
Methodological issues 
First, only need-supportive behaviors were observed. I did not look for the 
presence or absence of controlling, chaotic and/or need-thwarting behaviors. So, while 
there was certainly a substantial presence of need-supportive behaviors, no conclusions 
can be made about the presence and/or absence of controlling or need-thwarting 
behaviors. Additionally, need-supportive and need-thwarting behaviors are treated as 
orthogonal by researchers (Matosic & Cox, 2014; Occhino, et al., 2014), because in the 
real world practice of coaching, coaches tend to use a combination of controlling and 





 While observations were conducted systematically, using the observation tool 
developed by Haerens, et al. (2013), this tool was developed specifically for noting 
instances of autonomy-supportive behaviors, but not for quantifying any lack of 
controlling behaviors, nor the presence of controlling/need-thwarting behaviors. 
Therefore, we cannot say much about the overall behavior of the coaches in this study 
and the ratio of positive-to-negative behaviors, which would be helpful as a measure of 
effectiveness (and even more so had we also done a baseline assessment of need-
supporting and need-thwarting behaviors).  
Since I served as the researcher, observer, interviewer, and collector of data, as 
well as the main data analyst, there were certainly times that managing multiples roles 
was challenging. Beyond the inevitable irregularities and uncontrollable facets of 
conducting observations and interviews (even when employing a systematic approach), it 
also meant that the systematic observations could not be completed with as much rigor as 
one would like to. The data collection process was at times rushed or particularly chaotic, 
and the difficulties of working in this site strained the researcher’s ability to remain 
systematic while observing and conducting interviews. It is safe to assume that the 
process was not as smooth or rigorous as it could have been, and that this would play out 
throughout the research and data collection process.  
Finally, there were a couple of potential limitations within the interview process. 
The interviews were conducted at a variety of locations, including two coffee shops, a 




Each environment brought its own intricacies, which could have influenced the 
interviews. The coffee shops were not particularly loud, but there were other individuals 
inside, so this could have influenced what the coaches did or did not say. Also, two of the 
coffee shop interviews happened at the end of the work day, when both the coach and I 
had put in a full day’s work, and we were likely fatigued or motivated to be done, which 
could have influenced the depth of some of the answers. The three interviews conducted 
at EHS were done so to ease the process of setting up times and places to meet, but this 
also meant that there several, brief interruptions, which may have impacted the coaches’ 
answers. It also meant that these coaches had to stay later than usual at Get Ready, which 
could have influenced their desire to go into depth on certain questions. Lastly, the 
interpersonal dynamics between myself and the coaches would certainly impact our 
interviews. In particular, three of the coaches were just out of high school, and therefore 
they perhaps saw me as more of an adult “authority” figure, as opposed to as a colleague, 
which could lead them to limit their answers or not share things they perhaps felt were 
not socially appropriate or that they felt uncomfortable sharing with someone nearly 
twenty years their senior.  
One additional limitation in the interviews was the presence of an incentive for 
doing the interviews. Each coach was given a coffee shop gift card for participating, but 
there are certainly potential implications of providing an incentive, and how that might 
cause the coaches to consider changing their answers or answering differently, so as not 
to jeopardize the incentive (even though it was clearly stated that their answers would 




Difficulty in drawing conclusions about the effectiveness of the MAC-RGR training 
Given the nature of qualitative research methods and the data collection 
procedures utilized in this study, it is impossible to make causal statements about the 
effectiveness of the MAC-RGR training (and this is not a goal of the present study). 
Regardless, there are many potential hurdles to drawing these sorts of conclusions, in in 
studies of coaches, athletes, and coach education that take place in the real-world 
scenarios of youth sport. In a dynamic, multifaceted, highly variable environment like 
Get Ready (and most youth sports contexts), it is nearly impossible to replicate the “gold 
standard” of a true experimental design that one would find in laboratory studies (and that 
are needed for causal inferences) (Thorne, Reimer Kirkham, & MacDonald-Emes, 1997).  
 The authors of a recent review of coach education effectiveness (Trudel, Gilbert, 
& Werthner, 2009) noted that determining the effect of any coach education training 
program is extremely challenging, even when there are somewhat ideal conditions. These 
researchers described conditions as: “when the researchers (a) have full control of the 
intervention content, (b) can select a trained researcher as facilitator to conduct the 
workshop, (c) decide the sport and competitive context, and (d) separate coaches into 
control and experimental conditions” (p. 140). 
 Additionally, over the course of nearly four decades, two researchers from the 
University of Washington, Ron Smith and Frank Smoll, have conducted a large-scale 
program of practical research on coach education, by providing and evaluating the 
Mastery Approach to Coaching (MAC) (and its predecessor, CET – Coach Effectiveness 




and without adequate comparison to alternative coach education programs, “we cannot 
rule out the possibility that simply receiving an intervention (regardless of its content or 
nature) helped change the coaches’ behavior” (Smoll, et al., 2007, 40). In response to this 
notion, Trudel, Gilbert & Werthner (2009) suggest that attempting to create a “best” 
model of coach education “may be futile as coach training programs are clearly not 
equally effective in all situations” (p. 141).  
 Perhaps the desire for causal inferences about the effectiveness of a coach training 
are equally “futile” as any conclusions are likely a function of the specific coaches, coach 
educator, context, and time at which the coach training took place (among other factors). 
Instead, as attempted in this study, the goal should be to explore what behaviors make 
coaches effective at their craft. Ultimately, the conclusions presented here are 
interpretations of the constructed realities and experiences displayed by the coaches, 
coach educator, and others involved in the Get Ready program. 
 There is the aforementioned confounding variable of the intentionality of Get 
Ready. The context created, and encouraged, at Get Ready is a need-supportive 
environment, where each individual’s psychological needs are regularly considered in the 
planning and structure of each day’s session. In particular, the daily schedule is planned 
out to be intentionally autonomy-supportive, and so it was impossible to differentiate the 
impact of the various training elements from the impact of the environment. While this 
was not a goal of the current study, it is still worth considering when making sense of the 
findings presented herein. 




earlier in this chapter), there were a number of situational difficulties that presented 
themselves throughout the summer, which meant unplanned changes and adaptations, and 
which ultimately impacted the implementation of the training. In particular, there was 
inconsistent coach attendance at each of the four training elements. (As indicated prior 
only two of the seven coaches were present for all four of the trainings, in their entirety.) 
This meant that the coach education interventions were not necessarily presented 
consistently to all coaches (although I attempted to do so). There was also the issue of 
human interference during the training sessions, which caused disruptions and also meant 
that some coaches arrived late or left early. Again, these distractions and interference did 
not cause any measurable problems, but they likely impacted each coach (and their 
perceptions of the training) in slightly different ways. Similarly, in another real-world 
coach education study, Langdon, et al. (2015) reported similar difficulties with the 
volunteer coaches in their study, where only five of the seven coaches completed all of 
the training elements (which were largely completed during the coaches’ free time) and 
none of the coaches completed the training elements by their respective due dates. This is 
simply a reality of real-world research, yet it is impossible to plan for.  
Future Directions/Recommendations 
The results of this exploratory study provide a number of promising possibilities 
for coach educators and researchers. Previous research (Altieri, 2019; Hayden, et al., 
2012) has demonstrated the crucial role that Get Ready coaches play in the positive 
experiences of the participating student-athletes, and the current study demonstrated that 




association between the two variables, which might help to explain their importance, 
future studies could look more closely at this association, using quantitative methods, or 
quasi-experimental designs to learn more about the relationship between the need-
supportive behaviors of these coaches and their perceived effectiveness as coaches.  
This study adds to the literature on coach education and coaches’ use of need-
supportive behaviors by looking at both processes from the viewpoint of the coaches, and 
by trying to understand it in their words, as opposed to the predominant method of 
understanding coaches’ behaviors by examining athletes and interpreting athletes’ words 
about their perceptions of their coach’s behaviors. Additionally, the incorporation of the 
5-A’s index cards (or similar tools) add to the current methods of delivering content on 
need-supportive behaviors to coaches that can then be easily applied. The 5-A’s cards 
served as a straightforward way to get coaches acquainted with autonomy-supportive 
behaviors, and practical strategies for supporting autonomy. These cards provided them 
with helpful reminders that could be used while coaching, allowing the training to 
continue in-situ even when the coach developer is not present. 
There remains limited research into understanding the antecedents of coach 
behavior, and future studies could go this step further to really try to explore the 
antecedents through more targeted data collection methods, more focused questioning, 
and through experimental methods. Given the difficulties that some of the coaches in the 
current study showed in articulating their behaviors (and the antecedents to their 
behaviors), future research should consider the coaching sample and their abilities to 




are either not equipped to do, or simply do not have the practice in doing so, and in 
articulating their thoughts.  
Identifying the antecedents of motivationally adaptive vs. maladaptive coaching 
styles could potentially explain why coaches adopt particular strategies to motivate their 
athletes (Occhino, Mallett, Rynne, & Carlisle, 2014). Importantly, such information could 
valuably contribute towards the design of interventions that aim to support coaches in 
fostering more motivationally adaptive styles of interaction. 
 In order to get as true a sense of coaches’ use of need-supportive behaviors, given 
the above issues with the observations and observation tool, as well as the orthogonal 
nature of autonomy-supportive and controlling/need-thwarting behaviors, future research 
should consider updating the observation tool created by Haerens, et al. (2013) to attempt 
to measure both types of behaviors, and perhaps calculate a ratio of behaviors for each 
coach as a baseline measure of their coaching effectiveness. This would also assist in the 
process of determining the impact of the coach training, by measuring if the ratio of need-
support to need-thwarting was significantly impacted in a pre-/post-intervention 
comparison. 
Conclusions 
The coaches at Get Ready regularly utilize a variety of need-supportive behaviors 
and strategies in their coaching, aligned with previous research. This evidence may help 
to shed light on the findings of Altieri (2019) and Hayden, et al. (2012), which displayed 
the effectiveness of these coaches, and the Get Ready program overall. The novel 




of delivery in a real-world setting can provide clues to coach educators and researchers 
for possibilities to continue moving coach development programs forward, with the 
shared goal of effectively training as many volunteer youth coaches as possible, and 













Encouraging and sustaining autonomy-supportive behaviors 
(while minimizing controlling behaviors) 
  
utilizing information from:  




Motivation is viewed as a fluid spectrum (not a singular state) (i.e. “motivational flexibility”), 
where motivation for any sport or performance activity is driven by one’s own choice to 
participate (i.e. “self-determined”) because of the inherent joy that one gets from doing the 
activity. 
 
 Intrinsic Motivation: doing any activity for the pure/inherent joy that you get from doing 
the activity. There are no rewards, punishments, or contingencies. You do whatever you’re 
doing for the simple rewards that you personally get from doing the activity (“love of the 
game”). 
 
i.e. playing just to play, or playing simply because you like playing - think playing wiffleball in 
the backyard, or pick-up basketball at the park. 
 
Motivation is also driven by other reasons (than just purely loving it), which is called: 
 
 Extrinsic motivation: essentially any motivating factor that is not intrinsic motivation…so 
doing something because you’re told to, encouraged to, like doing it with your friends, get 
some benefit from doing it, etc.  
 
Most of our motivations fall into the category of “extrinsic motivation”, which is why 
motivation is represented as a spectrum, where one fluctuates between intrinsic motivation 
and a range of extrinsic motivations, over the course of time (could be over a few minutes, 
or over the course of a season - our motivation for any activity is constantly changing).  
 
 Amotivation: No reason(s) to do the activity. Usually, this leads to non-participation or 
dropout.  
 
 i.e. “If you don’t have any reason to do it, you probably won’t…” 
 
 





















Basic Psychological Needs (Autonomy | Competence | Relatedness) 
 
The likelihood of an athlete experiencing intrinsic motivation increases when each of the three 
basic psychological needs (below) are met. The more one experiences each, the more likely one is 
to experience intrinsic motivation for that activity (in that moment). Satisfying more than one 
need at the same time can magnify these effects in some cases. 
 
1. Autonomy: having a feeling of control over the course of one’s life/actions; a choice 
and/or a voice. 
2.  
 Ex: control; choice; understanding 
 
3. Competence: having a belief that one can be effective in completing the activity and/or 
dealing with the environment surrounding the activity. 
 
 Ex: believing that you are capable (enough); ability; “that you’re good (enough) at it.” 
 
4. Relatedness: having a feeling of close, affectionate, supporting relationships with others. 
 
 Ex: nurturing relationships/friendships; learning about others (esp. outside of sports); 




















Researchers suggest seven key practices that help coaches be more autonomy-supportive of 
their athletes:13 
 
1. Provide choice - athletes making decisions about some aspects of a training session. 
2. Provide a rationale for tasks, limits, and rules - explaining the reasons behind key 
coaching decisions. 
3. Inquire about and acknowledge athletes’ feelings - getting to know athletes as people 
first and athletes second; acknowledging that some training drills may be repetitive or 
tedious. 
4. Promote athlete responsibility - allowing athletes to create and deliver a training drill. 
5. Provide non-controlling competence feedback - having constructive feedback that 
is solution-focused, rather than problem-focused. 
6. Avoid guilt inducing criticisms and controlling statements - providing critiques that 
focus on the behavior, not the athletes’ character. (Sarcasm can be difficult also.) 
7. Limit ego involvement - encouraging athletes to improve their own performance, 
avoiding intra-team rivalries and social comparisons. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Coaching behaviors that might be viewed as controlling (by their athletes), may include the 
following: 
 
• Offering rewards such as guaranteed selection to motivate athletes if they put all their 
effort into training. 
• Using feedback that pressures athletes to continue with their behavior. 
• Making demands concerning aspects of an athlete’s life not associated with sport 
participation. 
• Intimidating athletes by using verbal abuse or threats. 
• Promoting rivalry among athletes. 
• Withholding affection and attention if athletes don’t perform to an expected standard. 
 
 








Get Ready | Pre-interview Coach Questionnaire 
 
Please take a few minutes to complete the questions below. If, for any reason, you’d 
prefer not to answer a question, you may skip it. (*For clarity, so that we know you 
didn’t simply miss a question, please put an “X” through the corresponding number - on 
the left - of any question that you intentionally skip.) For any question that asks you to 
respond “yes/no”, if you respond “yes”, please complete the question immediately 
following. If you respond “no”, you may skip the question that follows. If you have any 
questions, confusion, or need any clarification, just ask.       
  





Name: _________________________________________     
 
1) What is your age? _____________ 
 
2) What is your gender?  _____________ 
 
3) What is your race/ethnicity?  _____________ 
 
4) How many years have you been coaching at Get Ready? _____________ 
 
5) How many years have you been involved with Get Ready? _____________ 
 
6) What experiences do you have with Get Ready? 
 
7) What was the highest level of sport(s) you played as an athlete, if any?   
 




9) Have you ever coached in other settings and/or other sports?    Yes    No 
 
10)  If yes, what settings and/or sports did you coach in? 
11) Have you ever done any other work with youth? (i.e. camp counselor; working at 
a YMCA/Boys & Girls Club/community center) Yes    No 
 
12) If yes, what kind(s) of work have you done? (Briefly describe each activity 
below.) 
 
13) Do you have any formal coach training/certifications?  Yes    No 
 
14) If yes, what training do you have experience with? Where did you get that 
training? 
 
15) Do you have any informal coach training?      Yes    No 
 
16) If yes, please elaborate below. (i.e. What did the training look like? Where did 
you receive it?) 
 
17) What’s your highest level of education attained? (Circle one.)   
a. High School 
b. Some College 
c. Associate’s degree/Community College 
d. College degree 
e. Master’s degree 
f. Terminal Degree (M.D., J.D., Ph.D., Psy.D., Ed.D.)  
 
18) What was your educational concentration/field of study/major (at your highest 
level of education, as provided in Question 17)? 
 
19) What is your current occupation?  
_______________________________________________________________ 
Thank you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire. Your answers will help 
contribute to research and understanding on the training and development of coaches in 
settings like Get Ready. Your answers will not be shared with anyone outside of the 
research team conducting this research project. 
 
If you have any questions/issues, feel free to reach out to the principal investigator, Dave 













Handout #2: Encouraging and sustaining autonomy-supportive behaviors 
_______________________________________________________________________
Basic Psychological Needs (Autonomy | Competence | Relatedness) 
 
1. Autonomy: having a feeling of control over the course of one’s life/actions; a choice 
and/or a voice. 
 
Ex: control; choice; understanding 
 
2. Competence: having a belief that one can be effective in completing the activity and/or 
dealing with the environment surrounding the activity. 
 
Ex: believing that you are capable (enough); ability; “that you’re good (enough) at it.” 
 
3. Relatedness: having a feeling of close, affectionate, supporting relationships with others. 
  
Ex: nurturing relationships/friendships; learning about others (esp. outside of sports); 
attempting to understand others’ lives and personalities 
 
Researchers suggest seven key practices that help coaches be more autonomy-supportive of 
their athletes:14 
 
8. Provide choice - athletes making decisions about some aspects of a training session. 
9. Provide a rationale for tasks, limits, and rules - explaining the reasons behind key 
coaching decisions. 
10. Inquire about and acknowledge athletes’ feelings - getting to know athletes as people 
first and athletes second; acknowledging that some training drills may be repetitive or 
tedious. 
11. Promote athlete responsibility - allowing athletes to create and deliver a training drill. 
12. Provide non-controlling competence feedback - having constructive feedback that 
is solution-focused, rather than problem-focused. 
 




13. Avoid guilt inducing criticisms and controlling statements - providing critiques that 
focus on the behavior, not the athletes’ character. (Sarcasm can be difficult also.) 
14. Limit use of comparisons to others to measure one’s own success - encouraging 
athletes to improve their own performance and to measure progress against themselves, 
avoiding intra-team rivalries and social comparisons. 
 




































Get Ready | Interviews - Agreement to Consent 
 
The purpose of this form is to provide you with important information about taking part in this 
research study. If you have any questions about the research or any portion of this form, please 
ask.  We would be happy to answer any questions you have. 
 
The person in charge of this study (i.e. the principal investigator/researcher) is Dave Hurley, 
Ed.M. This study is part of his doctoral dissertation, under the advisement of John McCarthy, 
Ed.D., a faculty member in the Wheelock College of Education & Human Development at 
Boston University. Dave can be reached via email at dhurley1@stonehill.edu, or on his cell phone 
at 781.799.3873.  Dr. John McCarthy can be reached via email at coaching@bu.edu, or by phone 
at 617.353.0365. 
 
Taking part in this research study is totally voluntary, and your participation is completely up to 
you. If you decide to take part in this research study, we will ask you to sign this form. (We will 
happily give you a copy of this signed form, at your request.) You may discontinue your 
participation in this research study at any time, for whatever reason. 
 
Since you are a coach-facilitator at Get Ready, you will be invited to take part in a one-on-one 
face-to-face semi-structured interview with the researcher (Dave). This interview will be 
conducted at a time and location determined by yourself and the researcher. The interview should 
take between 30-60 minutes to complete. After the interview, you will be given a $10 gift card to 
your choice of either Starbucks or Dunkin’ Donuts. 
 
The goal of this exploratory research (and thus the aim of the interview) to better understand the 
perceived effectiveness of an informally-delivered training and intervention, for coaches, focused 
on how they can provide psychological need support to their athletes as part of a positive youth 
development program. Any information you provide in this interview will help contribute to 
research and understanding on the training and development of coaches in settings like Get 








There are no right or wrong answers. You are not required to answer any question(s). Throughout 
the interview, if you have additional information to share on a previous question, feel free to go 
back. If at any time, you need a minute to consider your answer, just let the researcher know.  
 
If at any time during the interview, you feel emotional, uncomfortable, or upset (or for any reason 
whatsoever), you may tell the interviewer that you want to take a break, or stop the interview 
altogether. You may be uncomfortable with some of the questions and topics we will ask about. 
You do not have to answer any questions that make you feel uncomfortable. There will be no 
penalty for skipping any questions, taking break(s), or for stopping the interview at any point. 
 
Audio/Videotaping 
We would like to audio-record the interview conducted near the conclusion of this study, using 
digital audio recording software.  If you are audio-taped, it may be possible to identify your voice 
in the audio recording. We will store these digital recordings in a password-protected computer 
file, within an encrypted password-protected folder, and only approved study staff (the researcher 
and his doctoral committee) will be able to listen to the recordings. We will label these recordings 
with a code instead of your name. The key to the codes connects your name to your audio 
recording file and other data. This file will also be kept separately, as a hard copy. The researcher 
will keep the copy of the key in a key-locked file cabinet in his home office. 
            
The contents of the recording will be transcribed, without using any externally identifiable 
information about your identity.  The audio recordings will be erased as soon as the transcript is 
completed and checked for accuracy.  
 
Do you agree to let us digitally audiotape you during this study? 
 
  ______YES   ______NO  _________INITIALS 
 
Interview Risks 
You may feel emotional, uncomfortable, or upset when answering some of the questions in the 
weekly prompts. You are free to skip these questions, or to come back to them at a later time. 
There will be no penalty for skipping questions, nor for answering them out of order.  
 
Subsequently, you may also feel emotional, uncomfortable, or upset when responding to some of 
the questions and/or follow-ups during the one-on-one interview with the researcher. At any time 
during the interview, you may tell the interviewer that you want to take a break, or stop the 
interview. You may be uncomfortable with some of the questions and topics we will ask about.  
You do not have to answer any questions that make you feel uncomfortable. There will be no 
penalty for skipping questions, taking break(s), or for stopping the interview at any point. 
 
Storing Study Information for Future Use 
We would like to store your written responses to the weekly email prompts for future research 
related to youth coaching and coach education.  We will label all your study information with a 
code instead of your name. The key to the codes connects your name to your audio recording file 




copy of the key in a key-locked file cabinet in his home office. Do you agree to let us store your 
written responses for future research related to youth coaching and coach education? 
 




We may like to contact you in the future either to follow-up to this study or to see if you are 
interested in other studies taking place at Boston University.  Do you agree to let us contact you 
in the future? 
 
  ______YES   ______NO  _________INITIALS 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Statement of Consent  
I have read the information in this consent form including risks and possible benefits.  I have been 
given the chance to ask questions.  My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I 
agree to participate in this study, including the audiotaped interview, and I allow the information 






Name of Subject (please print) 
 
____________________________________________  ___________________ 
Signature of Subject      Date 
 
I have explained the research to the subject and answered all his/her questions. I will give a 
copy of this signed consent form to the subject should they request it. 
 
____________________________________________  
Name of Person Obtaining Consent (please print) 
 
____________________________________________  ___________________ 




APPENDIX G: THE ADAPTED LIST OF OBSERVED NEED-SUPPORTIVE 
COACHING BEHAVIORS AND THE ORIGINAL LIST OF OBSERVED NEED-










APPENDIX H: FULL INTERVIEW GUIDE 
Interview Guide | Summer 2019 
 
Semi-structured Interview Guide: Questions 
Below is an outline for the semi-structured interview questions that will be put forth to 
the coach-facilitators during the one-on-one interviews: 
 
1) What experience did you have (prior to this summer) with Get Ready? Why did you 
come back as a coach? 
 
2) What did/do you hope to get out of coaching in the Get Ready program? 
 
3) What did you learn from the training elements that were conducted? What take-aways 
do you have? 
 
4) What did you find effective about the training? What could be improved? 
 
5) What can you tell me about need-supportive behaviors? Autonomy-supportive 
behaviors? 
5a) Did you implement any of the behaviors or strategies that we discussed? If so, 
which ones? How did you implement them? 
5b) Did you see other coaches implement any of the behaviors or strategies that 
we discussed? If so, which ones? How did those coaches implement them? 
 
6) What are some ways that you (as coach) could/did provide autonomy-support to the 
athletes in Get Ready? 
  6a) How can coaches support the autonomy of their athletes? 
 
7) What are some ways that you (as coach) could/did provide competence-support to the 
athletes in Get Ready? 
  7a) How can coaches support the competence of their athletes? 
 
8) What are some ways that you (as coach) could/did provide relatedness-support to the 
athletes in Get Ready? 
  8a) How can coaches build relationships with their athletes? 
 
9) Are there any things that I did to give you autonomy?  
  9a) Support your autonomy? Build your autonomy? 
  9b) If so, can you remember any of those things? Can you tell me about them? 
 
10) Are there any things that I did to build your competence as a coach? 




  10b) If so, can you remember any of those things? Can you tell me about them? 
 
11) Are there any things that I did to build a relationship with you? 
  11a) relate to you? Get to know you? Learn more about you? 
  11b) If so, can you remember any of those things? Can you tell me about them? 
12) At Get Ready, we ask for a take-away at the end of each session, so now I’m going to 




APPENDIX I: COACH ATTENDANCE MATRIX 
 




(coach pseudonym) #1 #2 #3 #4 
Coach #1 (Joey)          b         
Coach #2 (Robert)     
Coach #3 (Shayna)          c     
Coach #4 (Hakeem)     
Coach #5 (Stephanie)            
Coach #6 (Jen)     
Coach #7 (Elise)           d        e     
Total coaches in   
attendance (N = 7)a 5 4 3 4 
Note. Only those coaches who consented to/completed the interview are included in 
this table.  
aColumn totals include only those coaches who attended the initial training session for the 
entire duration of the session. 
bA black, fully filled-in circle [     ] indicates coach attended training session (in full).  
cA black circle, filled in with grey [     ] indicates coach attended training session, but 
arrived late and/or left early.  
dA half filled-in circle [     ] indicates coach did not attend initial training, but received all 
relevant materials during the next Get Ready session. 
eA blank space indicates that the coach did not attend the training (and did not necessarily 
receive all relevant materials). 
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